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COLORADO GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
Senators Representat ives 
Fred Anderson, John Hamlin, 
Chairman V i  ce-Chai m a n  
Robert A1 1 shouse Wi l l i am Becker 
Regis G r o f f  Robert Bur fo rd  
Barbara Holme Steven Durham 
Dan Noble Charles Howe 
Don Sandoval Bob K i r s c h t  
Duane Woodard P h i l  1 f p  Massarf 
The L e g i s l a t i v e  Counci l ,  which i s  composed o f  s i x  Sena-
to rs ,  s i x  Representatives, p lus the  Speaker o f  the  House and t h e  
M a j o r i t y  Leader o f  the  Senate, serves as a cont inu inq  research 
agency f o r  the l e q i s l a t u r e  throuqh t h e  maintenance o f  a t r a i n e d  
s t a f f .  Between sessions, research a c t i v i t i e s  are concentrated on 
the  study o f  r e l a t i v e l y  broad problems f o r m a l l y  proposed by 
l e g i s l a t o r s ,  and the  pub1 i c a t i o n  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f a c t u a l  
r e p o r t s  t o  a i d  i n  t h e i r  so lu t ion .  
During t h e  sessions, the  emphasis i s  on supply inq l e q i s -
l a t o r s ,  on i n d i v i d u a l  request, w i t h  personal nemoranda, p rov id ing  
them w i t h  i n fo rma t ion  needed t o  handle t h e i r  own l e g i s l a t i v e  
problems. Reports and memoranda bo th  q i v e  p e r t i n e n t  data I n  the  
form o f  f ac t s ,  f i gu res ,  arguments, and a1 t e rna t i ves .  
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AREA CODE 303 

To !;embers o f  the F i f  ty-second Colorado General A5sembly: 
In accordance w i t h  t h e  p rov i s i ons  o f  Senate S i l l  l o .  25, 
1378 Session, t he  L e g i s l a t i v e  Counc i l  t r a n s m i t s  t h e  accompanying 
r e p o r t  of  the Comnittee on School Finance. 
Respectfully submi t t ed ,  
/ s /  	 Senator F r c  i E. An:jcrson 
Chairrnan 
Colorddo Lev i s1  a t i v e  C o t ~ n c i l  
iii 
Pursuant t o  the  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  Senate G i l l  No. 25 (ln7!3 
Sess ion) ,  t h e  S ~ e a k e r  o f  t h e  House of Representat ives and the  
P res iden t  o f  t h e  Senate appointed a f i f t e e n  member conmit tee made 
up o f  1e q i s l a t i v e  and non- l  e g i s l a t i v e  members t o  stul ly school 
f i n a n c e  du r i nq  t h e  1978 and 1971) i n t e r i m  per iods.  The committee 
was requ i red  t o  submit  a p r e l i m i n a r y  r e p o r t  t o  t h e  f i r s t  r e g u l a r  
sess ion  o f  t he  f i f t y - s e c o n d  General Assembly and a f i n a l  r e r ~ o r t  
t o  t h e  second r e g u l a r  sess ion o f  t he  f i f t y - s e c o n d  General Assem-
b l ye 
T h i s  volume con ta ins  t h e  f i n a l  r e p o r t  o f  t h e  Cor.~mittee on 
School Finance, which was accepted by t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Council a t  
i t s  meet ing on November 26, 1Q7@. The c o m i  t t c c  r e p o r t  i nc l udes  
t h e  recornlendation o f  B i l l  31 t o  t h e  Governor a n d  t o  the  I T 3  
Genera1 Assembly. The b i  11 general l y  cont inues the  c u r r e n t  
school f i nance  a c t  f o r  two years, equa l i zes  t h e  bond redemption 
and c a p i t a l  reserve  funds, con t inues  t h e  method of coun t inq  k i n -
dergar ten  p u p i l  s, and a d j u s t s  t h e  p u p i l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  fonnul  a. 
The committee and t he  s t a f f  of  t h e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Counci l  
were a s s i s t e d  i n  t h e  p repa ra t i on  o f  t h e  r e p o r t  by Douglas 6 .  
Brown and Rebecca C. Lennahan o f  the L e g i s l a t i v e  D ra f t i ng  O f f ice.  
December, 1973 	 L y l e  C. Ky le  
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The s t a t u t o r i l y  created Comi  t t e e  on School Finance was estab-
1 ished by Senate B i l l  25 (1970 Session) t o  It.. . study school f inance 
d u r i n g  the  1978 and 1979 i n t e r i m  periods..." and 'I... submit a pre-
1 im ina ry  r e p o r t  t o  t he  f i r s t  regu la r  session o f  t h e  f i f t y - second  gen-
e r a l  assembly and a f i n a l  r e p o r t  t o  the  second r e g u l a r  session o f  the  
fifty-second general assembly". The comni t t e e  i s  cornpri sed o f  f i f t e e n  
members: t en  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  and f i v e  non- leg is la to rs .  
The comnl t t e e  submitted i t s  p r e l  i m i nary r e p o r t  "Recommendations 
f o r  1979, Comni t t e e  on School Finance, L e g i s l a t i v e  Council Research 
P u b l i c a t i o n  No. 235, December, 1978", t o  the  f i r s t  r e g u l a r  session o f  
t h e  f i f t y - second  general assembly. Generally, t he  r e p o r t  contained 
background in fo rma t ion  and ana lys is  o f  se lec ted  components o f  
Colorado's school f inance system. The 1978 i n t e r i m  was p r i m a r i l y  t h e  
data ga ther ing  phase o f  t he  study wh i l e  t h e  1979 i n t e r i m  was dedicated 
t o  s tudy ing  s p e c i f i c  a1 t e r a t i o n s  and making recommendations concerning 
var ious  aspects o f  school f inance. 
F lve  meetings were conducted by the  cornmj t t e e  dur ing  the 1979 
i n t e r i m .  The commi t t e e ' s  e f f o r t s  were concentrated in th ree  areas : 
(1 ) amending t h e  e q u a l i z a t i o n  formula t o  prevent  p roper ty  t a x  
increases dur ing  1901 and 1982, and cont inue reduc t i on  o f  ARB d i s p a r i -
t i e s ;  ( 2 )  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  bond redemption and c a p i t a l  
reserve  funds; and ( 3  i nc reas ing  the  s t a t e s '  share f o r  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  
p u p i l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  opera t ing  expenses. 
izine 
A c t i v i t i e s  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  i n t e r i m  Committee on School Finance, H.J.R. 
1052, 1979 Session, es tab l ished an i n t e r i m  Committee on Education w i t h  
a charge t o  study var ious aspects o f  "a bas ic  education". The c h a i r -
man o f  t h e  Basic Education Corn i t tee ,  Representat ive Tom Tancredo, 
informed the  School Finance Committee o f  t h e i r  progress and the  poten- 
t i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  between the  two committees a t  t he  committee's f i r s t  
and l a s t  meetings. 
A t  i t s  f i r s t  meeting the  School Flnance committee reviewed the 
f l n d i n g s  and recommendations o f  t h e  1978 i n t e r i m  repo r t .  As a review, 
t h e  p rov i s ions  o f  t he  c u r r e n t  School Finance Act were o u t l i n e d  and t h e  
components o f  the  Pub1 i c  School Transpor ta t ion  Act were explained. 
Also, i n fo rma t ion  was prov ided regarding the  con t i nua t i on  o f  t he  cur -
r e n t  school f inance a c t  through 1981. 
The second committee meeting was dedicated t o  an updated rev iew 
o f  school f inance 1 i t i g a t i o n  across the  Uni ted States, as we1 1 as an 
kxp lanat ion  o f  the  ~ i s t r i c t  Court 's dec i s ion  i n  Lujan v. S ta te  Board 
o f  Education (March 13, 1979). I n  add i t ion ,  research on the  costs o f  
a l t e r n a t i v e  approaches t o  equa l i z i ng  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  author ized revenue 
bases (ARB), data concerning l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  weal th,  and in fo rmat ion  on 
c a p i t a l  cons t ruc t i on  a l t e r n a t i v e s  were presented. 
The t h i r d  and f o u r t h  commi t t e e  meetings were forums f o r  commit- 
t eq  cons ldera t lon  of a1 te rna t i ves  t o  the  cu r ren t  school f inance a c t  
and the possi b i  1  it y  o f  equal i z i n g  school d i s t r i c t  bond redemption and 
c a p i t a l  reserve funds. 
A t  the t h i r d  meeting various methods o f  changing the  minimum 
Authorized Revenue Base (ARB) were examined i n c l u d i n g  a c l u s t e r i n g  o f  
ARBs t o  detrease t h e  d i s p e r i t y  range, and a comparing o f  d i s t r i c t s  
w i t h  s i m i l a r  s i z e  and ad jus t i ng  minimum ARBs per  s i z e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  
I n  add i t ion ,  the  commi t t e e  received test imony on the  cos t  o f  s t a b f l  i z -
i n g  the  statewide average m i l l  l e v y  f o r  1981 and 1982 and i nves t i ga ted  
a1 t e r n a t i v e  methods eniployed by o the r  s ta tes  i n  p rov id ing  s t a t e  ass is -  
tance f o r  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  c a p i t a l  cons t ruc t ion .  A1 so exami ned were 
a1 t e r n a t i v e  l e v e l  s  o f  equal iz ing  the  c a p i t a l  reserve and bond redernp- 
t i o n  funds o f  Colorado's school d i s t r i c t s .  
A t  i t s  f ou r th  meeting the  committee evaluated the  s t a t u t o r y  
l o c a l  bonded indebtedness 1 i m i t a t i o n ,  var ious  l e v e l s  o f  equal i z i n g  the  
c a p i t a l  reserve and bond redemption funds, and the  e f f e c t s  o f  absorp- 
t i o n  o f  mandated cos ts  i n  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  ARBs on ARB d i s p a r i t i e s .  The 
comni t t e e  a l so  heard pub1 i c  testimony from t h e  Colorado Associat ion o f  
School ~ x e c u t i v e s  and the  Colorado Associat ion o f  School Boards and 
considered the  issue o f  the  accrual o f  s a l a r i e s  o f  teachers who con-
t r a c t  t o  teach f o r  n ine  months and request payment over a twelve month 
period. 
A t  t he  f i f t h  and f i n a l  committee meeting, t he  committee se-
l e c t e d  i t s  recommendations from t h e  range o f  a l t e r n a t i v e s  presented 
du r ing  the  two year  study. P r i o r  t o  t h e  examination o f  proposed 
l e g i s l a t i o n ,  t he  comrni t t e e  rece l  ved a f i v e  year  revenue p r o j e c t i o n  
from the  O f f i c e  o f  S ta te  Planning and Budgeting and a f u r t h e r  ana lys is  
o f  s tatewide pub1 i c  school t ranspor ta t i on  costs. 
COMMITTEE F IN D I  NGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Findings 
Accrual o f  Summer Pay f o r  Teachers 
During the  f o u r t h  comml t t e e  meet1 ng the  Department o f  Educatlon 
t e s t i f l e d  t h a t  the  Sta te  Aud i to r ' s  O f f i c e  recommended a new method o f  
record ing t h e  accrual  o f  s a l a r i e s  o f  teachers who con t rac t  t o  teach 
f o r  n ine  months and request payment over a twelve month per iod.  The 
A u d i t o r ' s  O f f i c e  a l so  inc luded a funding scheme t o  e l im ina te  any d e f i -  
c i t created by the  new record ing  method. The new method o f  record ing  
was recommended so t h a t  d i  s t r i  c t s  would be in conrpl iance w i  t h  gener-
a l l y  accepted accounting p r i n c i p l  es. 
Because o f  apparent confusion amonq school d i s t r i c t  super- 
intendents concerning the  A u d i t o r ' s  recommendations, the committee 
adopted the  f o l l o w i n g  motion: 
The Department o f  Education should n o t i f y  t he  
school d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  they a re  n o t  requ i red  t o  fund, o r  
budget f o r ,  t he  l i a b i l i t y  f o r  accrued sa la r i es ;  but,  
t h a t  the  accrued s a l a r i e s  should be recorded as a l i a -
b i l i t y  i n  the  fund balance e q u i t y  sec t i on  o f  the  d i s -  
t r i c t ' s  f i n a n c i a l  statement. 
A l e t t e r  s t a t i n g  t h e  committee's p o s i t i o n  was sent t o  Dr .  
Cal v i n  Fraz ier ,  Commissioner, Department o f  Education, 
Equal iz a t i o n  Formula 
I n  o rder  t o  compensate f o r  the  increases i n  Authorized Revenue 
Bases (ARBS)  from now u n t i l  1982, w i thou t  i nc reas ing  s t a t e  equal i za -  
t i o n  payments (which were f rozen a t  the  1900 l e v e l  o f  $511.2 m i l  1 i o n  
under S.B. 25 o f  1978) l o c a l  m i l l  l e v i e s  would have t o  be increased. 
Wi thout  addl t i o n a l  s t a t e  funds, t h e  statewide average m i l 1 l e v y  would 
increase from 38.15 m i l l s  i n  1980 t o  41.91 m i l l s  i n  1981 and 45.13 
m i l l s  i n  1982, an o v e r a l l  increase o f  6.98 m i l l s .  
I n  o rder  t o  s t a b i l i z e  the  statewide average m i l l  l e v y  f o r  1981 
and 1982 a t  the  1980 l e v e l  OF 38.15 m i l l s ,  p rov ide  proper ty  t ax  r e l i e f  
t o  a l l  Colorado school d i s t r i c t s ,  and cont inue t h e  S.B. 25 method o f  
reducing ARB d i s p a r i t i e s  through 1902, t h e  c o m i  t t e e  considered 
several  a l t e rna t i ves .  Under the  a l t e r n a t i v e  se lec ted  by t h e  commit-
tee, the s t a t e  guarantee would be increased t o  $49.51 per  m i l l  per  
p u p i l  f o r  1981 and $53.37 per  m i l l  per pupi 1 f o r  1982; t he  1981 and 
1982 a l t e r n a t e  minimum guarantee l e v e l s  would be increased t o  $14.41 
and $15.53 respect ive ly ;  and the  minimum ARD f o r  1982 would be 
increased t o  $2,000.00. The costs o f  these mod i f i ca t i ons  would be 
$560.4 m i l l i o n  f o r  1981, $49.2 m i l l i o n  above the $511.2 m i l l i o n  
l i m i t a t i o n  c u r r e n t l y  s p e c i f i e d  by the  ac t ,  and $612.9 m i l l i o n  f o r  
1982, $101.7 m i l l i o n  above the  $511.2 m i l l i o n  i i m i t a t i o n  c u r r e n t l y  
s p e c i f i e d  by the  act.  
Cap i ta l  Construct ion 
The proper ty  t a x  burden necessary t o  f inance c a p i t a l  construc-
t i o n  f a l l s  more h e a v i l y  on low assessed v a l u a t i o n  d i s t r i c t s  than on 
d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  h igh  assessed va lua t ions  per  pup i l .  Because o f  the  low 
assessed valuat ions,  t h e  m i l 1 1 ev ies necessary t o  r e t i r e  bonded 
indebtedness are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  i n  low weal th d i s t r i c t s ,  and 
serve as a d is incen t i ve  for  cap i t a l  construct ion. I n  addl t ion,  monies 
generated through the capi ta1 reserve fund l ev i es  of low assessed 
valuat ion d i s t r i c t s  are s i gn i  f i can t l y  less  than i n  higher wealth d is -
t r i c t s .  
To provide low wealth d i s t r i c t s  the oppor tun i ty  t o  f inance cap-
it a l  construct ion wi thout  levy ing an excessive m i l 1 rate, the  cornmit-
tee decided t o  equal i z e  the cap i ta l  reserve and bond redemption funds 
o f  the qua1 i f y i n g  d i s t r i c t s .  The comni t t e e  examined several 1eve1s o f  
equal izat ion p r i o r  t o  recommending $30.00 per m i l l  per pup i l .  
T r a n s ~ o r t a ti o n  
An analysi s o f  t ranspor ta t ion data since the cur rent  formula 
was enacted i n  1975 concludes t ha t  from 1976 t o  1979: t o t a l  mi les  
t rave led have increased near ly  5 percent; pup i l s  transported have 
decl ined near ly  10 percent; costs f o r  t ranspor ta t ion  have increased 
over 25 percent; and the s t a te  share of t o t a l  t ranspor ta t ion costs has 
decreased from 50.2 percent t o  48.0 percent, 
Stnce the t ranspor ta t ion formula has remained constant but  
costs have been increasing, the s t a te  share has been decreasing as a 
percentage o f  t o t a l  cost  over the past  four years. I n  order t o  
reverse the  trend, the t ranspor ta t ion formul a, which determines the 
d i s t r i c t ' s  reimbursement c la im needs t o  be adjusted. 
The co rn i t t ee  studied several va r ia t ions  o f  the formula and 
decided t o  recommend 40t  per m i l e  and 25 percent o f  the amount o f  the 
d i s t r i c t ' s  t o t a l  operat ing costs f o r  pupi 1 t ranspor ta t ion t ha t  exceed 
the above mileage reimbursement ent i t lement.  
Counting Kindergarten Pupi 1 s 
The cur rent  s t a tu to r y  l i m i t a t i o n s  on the counting o f  kindergar-
ten students f o r  school d i s t r i c t  attendance en tit l ement purposes are  
s e t  t o  expire on June 30, 1980. The l i m i t a t i o n s  speci fy  t h a t  kinder-
garten students may on ly  be counted f o r  
unless the fo l l ow ing  condi t ions a r e  met: 
one-half day o f  attendance 
1)  the students are enro l led i n  classes 
f i f t e e n  minutes per day o r  more; and 
o f  four  hours and 
2 )  	 t he  number o f  such students does n o t  exceed the number o f  
f u l l -day students counted dur inq the district's 1975 
counting per iod . 
A second l i m i t a t i o n  s t i pu l a tes  that on ly  3,500 o f  such fu l l -day  pup i l s  
may be counted statewide. Without l e g i s l a t i v e  action, the exp i ra t ion  
could obfuscate the i n t e rp re ta t i on  o f  the cur rent  s ta tu te ,  because i t  
i s  not  c lea r  whether on ly  the  f i r s t  l i m i t a t i o n ,  or both l i m i t a t i o n s  
would expi re. tlowever, f u r t h e r  testimony concerning extended-day k in-
dergarten and the various methods by which t h e  s t a t e  could prevent  
l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  abuses i n  the  counting o f  kindergarten pup i l s  i s  
desired by the committee p r i o r  t o  any substant ia l  a1 t e ra t i on  o f  the 
exi s t i n g  law. Therefore, the comrni t t e e  recomiends a one-year exten-
s ion  of the exp i ra t fon date t o  permit  f u r t h e r  study o f  the matter. 
Recommendations 
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I n  order t o  continue the t rend of prov fd ing property t a x  re1 i e f  
statewide, through the mechanism o f  school finance, the comni t t e e  
recommends B i l l  31. Generally the b i l l  continues the cur rent  school 
f inance ac t  f o r  two years, equalizes the bond redemption and cap i t a l  
reserve funds, continues the method f o r  counting kinderqarten pupi 1s, 
and ad jus ts  the pup11 t ranspor ta t ion  forrnul a. 
The s t a t e  guarantee increases f rom $45.85 i n  1980 t o  $49.51 i n  
1981 and $53.37 i n  1982 stabilizing the statewfde average m l l l  l e vy  a t  
38.15 m i l l s .  I n  add i t ion ,  the a l te rna te  minimum guarantee f s  r a i s e d  
from $13.35 i n  1980 t o  $14.41 i n  1981 and $15.53 i n  1982; and the min- 
fmum ARB i s  Increased from $1,800.00 i n  1981 t o  $2,000.00 by 1982. 
The b i l l  a lso  extends t h e  cu r ren t  method o f  counting kindergarten 
p u p i l s  through June 30, 1981. 
Another component o f  the b i l l  equalizes the  bond redemption and 
cap1 t a l  reserve funds a t  $30.00 per m i 11 per pupi 1 . Equalizing the  
bond redemption fund d i r e c t l y  reduces the m i  11 l evy  necessary t o  
r e t i r e  bond p r i n c i p l e  and i n t e r e s t  per year I n  qua l i f y i ng  d i s t r i c t s .  
Equal i z i n g  the cap i t a l  reserve funds provldes s t a t e  assistance f o r  
c a p i t a l  fmprovements, buses, and o ther  equipment. 
The b i l l  a lso  increases the current t ranspor ta t ion  formula --
274 per m i l e  and 20 percent o f  excess costs per d i s t r i c t  -- t o  404 per 
m i l e  and 25 percent o f  excess costs i n  1980. However, f n no case can 
the s t a t e  share o f  the d i s t r i c t ' s  t ranspor ta t ion  expense exceed 90 
percent o f  the t o t a l  cost  o f  t ranspor ta t ion i n  such d i s t r i c t .  
Impact o f  B l l l  31 
The fo l l ow ing  t a b l e  compares the  costs and m l l l  l e vy  fmpacts of 
the cu r ren t  School Finance Act f o r  calendar years 1981 and 1982 w i t h  
and w f  t hou t  adoption o f  B i l l  31, 
- - - - 




Without With Decrease Without 
f 








Equalization 6560,391,000 @+9,224,000 I $511,167,000 
I 






I Bond Redeffiption Fund 
Transportation 15,522,429 a0 1 297,009 4,774,580 16,401,606 
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BILL 31 
A BILL FOR AN ACT 
CONCERNING STATE DISTRIBUTIONS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS PURSUANT TO 
STATUTORY FORMULAE, AND PROVIDING FOR EQUALIZATION SUPPORT, 
CAPITAL RESERVE SUPPORT, BOND REDEMPTION SUPPORT, AND PUPIL 
TRANSPORTATION A I D ,  AND MAKING AN APPROPRIATION THEREFOR. 
B i l l  Summary 
(Note: Th is  summar app l i es  t o  t h i s  b i l l  as in t roduced and 
-does n o t  n e ~ a r d f l e c t  any amendments which 9 -be 
subsequently adopted. ) 
Es tab l ishes  t h e  e q u a l i z a t i o n  program suppor t  l e v e l  and t h e  
minimum guarantee amount under the  "Pub l i c  School Finance Act  o f  
1973" f o r  t h e  budget years 1981 and 1982. Sets a minimum 
au tho r i zed  revenue base pe r  p u p i l  f o r  t h e  budget year 1982. 
Enacts new programs p r o v i d i n g  s t a t e  support  f o r  d i s t r i c t  
c a p i t a l  reserve and bond redemption funds beg inn ing  i n  t h e  1981 
budget year.  S p e c i f i e s  the  d o l l a r  amount o f  t h e  support  l e v e l  
f o r  such funds f o r  budget years 1981 and 1982. A d i s t r i c t  i n  
which one m i l l  produces more revenue per  p u p i l  t han  t h e  suppor t  
l e v e l  w i l l  n o t  rece i ve  s t a t e  support f o r  i t s  c a p i t a l  reserve  o r  
bond redemption fund. Provides t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i c t  l e v y  f o r  t h e  
c a p i t a l  reserve fund cont inues t o  be governed by t h e  s t a t u t e  
which l i m i t s  such l e v y  t o  f o u r  m i l l s .  Provides t h a t  s t a t e  
support  f o r  t h e  bond redemption fund w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  a r e d u c t i o n  
o f  t he  d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  l e v y  f o r  such fund. 
Increases t h e  pe r  m i l e  and the  percentage reimbursements f o r  
p u p i l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  
Be i t  enacted & t h e  General Assembly o f  t h e  S ta te  o f  Colorado: 
SECTION 1. 22-50-102 (1) (b),  Colorado Revised S ta tu tes  
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1973, as amended, i s  amended t o  read: 
22-50-102. Definitions. (1) (b) For the period July 1, 
1976, through June 30, 3900 1981, pupils enrolled i n  kindergarten 
classes shall  be counted as one-half day of attendance o r ,  
a l te rna t ive ly ,  not more than a t o t a l  of ninety f u l l  days per year 
of attendance, regardless o f  the number of days or  hours of  
actual attendance; except t ha t  a d i s t r i c t  shal l  be e n t i t l e d  t o  
count as one f u l l  day of attendance fo r  the e n t i r e  year t he  
number of pupils enrolled in kindergarten classes  of four hours 
and f i f t een  minutes per day o r  more, not t o  exceed the number 
counted by the d i s t r i c t  as full-day pupils during the four-week 
period ending the fourth Friday of October, 1975, or  other  
counting period as provided in section 22-50-104 (I), during the  
calendar year 1975. The to ta l  number of pupils enrol led i n  
kindergarten classes  statewide who may be counted as one f u l l  day 
of attendance f o r  the en t i r e  year shal l  not exceed three thousand 
f ive  hundred. 
SECTION 2. 22-50-105 (1) ( a ) ,  Colorado Revised S ta tu tes  
1973, as amended, i s  amended BY THE A D D I T I O N  OF THE FOLLOWING NEW 
SUBPARAGRAPHS t o  read: 
22-50-105. S t a t e  equalization program - d i s t r i c t  support 
level - s t a t e ' s  share. (1) (a) (VIII) For 1981, forty-nine 
do l la rs  and f i f ty-one cents for  each pupil of attendance 
entitlement for  each mill levied fo r  the general fund of the  
d i s t r i c t  fo r  col lect ion during 1981. 
(IX) For 1982, f i f ty - three  do l la rs  and thirty-seven cents 
f o r  each p u p i l  o f  a t tendance e n t i t l e m e n t  f o r  each m i l l  l e v i e d  f o r  
the genera l  fund  o f  t h e  d i s t r i c t  f o r  c o l l e c t i o n  d u r i n g  1982. 
SECTION 3. 22-50-105(1) (b), Colorado Revised S t a t u t e s  
1973, as amended, i s  amended t o  read: 
22-50-105. S t a t e  e q u a l i z a t i o n  program - d i s t r i c t  suppo r t  
l e v e l  - s t a t e ' s  share. (1) (b) The e q u a l i z a t i o n  suppo r t  l e v e l  
under t h i s  subsec t ion  (1) f o r  t h e  budget gears-3983;--3982; YEAR 
1983, and FOR BUDGET YEARS t h e r e a f t e r ,  s h a l l  be e s t a b l i s h e d  a t  a 
l e v e l  which assures t h a t  t h e  same amount o f  funds w i l l  be  
d i s t r i b u t e d  f o r  e q u a l i z a t i o n  suppor t  under t h i s  subsec t ion  (1) i n  
each such budget y e a r  as was d i s t r i b u t e d  f o r  e q u a l i z a t i o n  suppo r t  
under t h i s  subsec t i on  (1) i n  t h e  immed ia te ly  p reced ing  budget  
year .  
SECTION 4. 22-50-105 (2) (d.6) (11), Colorado Revised 
S t a t u t e s  1973, as amended, i s  amended, and t h e  s a i d  22-50-105 (2) 
(d.6) i s  f u r t h e r  amended BY THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING NEW 
SUBPARAGRAPHS, t o  read: 
22-50-105. S t a t e  equal iz a t i o n  program - d i  s t r i c t  suppo r t  
l e v e l  - s t a t e ' s  share. ( 2 )  (d.6) (11) For  1980, and-each-gear 
t h e r e a f t e r ;  t h i r t e e n  d o l l a r s  and t h i r t y - f i v e  cen ts ;  
(111) For  1981, f o u r t e e n  d o l l a r s  and f o r t y - o n e  cen ts ;  
( I V )  For  1982 and each yea r  t h e r e a f t e r ,  f i f t e e n  d o l l a r s  and 
f i f t y - t h r e e  cents .  
SECTION 5. 22-50-106 (2) (e), Colorado Revised S t a t u t e s  
1973, 	as amended, i s  amended t o  read: 
22-50-106. Au tho r i zed  revenue base p e r  p u p i l  o f  a t tendance  
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en t i t l emen t  - l i m i t a t i o n .  (2) (e) For t h e  1982 budget year,  t h e  
au thor ized revenue base o f  a d i s t r i c t  f o r  each p u p i l  o f  
attendance e n t i t l e m e n t  s h a l l  be the  revenue base f o r  each p u p i l  
o f  attendance e n t i t l e m e n t  f o r  t h a t  d i s t r i c t  f o r  t h e  1981 budget 
year  p l u s  one hundred s i x t y  d o l l a r s ;  EXCEPT THAT NO D I S T R I C T  
SHALL BE REQUIRED TO HAVE AN AUTHORaIZED REVENUE BASE LESS THAN 
TWO THOUSAND DOLLARS PER PUPIL OF ATTENDANCE ENTITLEMENT. 
SECTION 6. 2 2 - 5 0 - 1 1 1  (I), COLORADO REVISED STATUTES 1973, 
AS AMENDED, I S  AMENDED TO READ: 
22-50-111. S ta te  pub1 i c  school fund. (1) There i s  hereby 
c rea ted i n  t h e  o f f i c e  o f  the  s t a t e  t r e a s u r e r  a fund t o  be known 
as the  " s t a t e  p u b l i c  school fund". There s h a l l  be c r e d i t e d  t o  
s a i d  fund t h e  n e t  balance o f  t he  p u b l i c  school income fund 
e x i s t i n g  as o f  December 31, 1973, and a l l  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  from the 
s t a t e  p u b l i c  school income fund t h e r e a f t e r  made, t h e  s t a t e ' s  
share o f  a l l  moneys received from t h e  fede ra l  government pursuant  
t o  t he  p rov i s ions  o f  sec t i on  34-63-102, C. R. S. 1973, and such 
a d d i t i o n a l  moneys as s h a l l  be appropr ia ted  by t h e  general 
assembly which a re  necessary t o  meet t h e  t o t a l  s t a t e ' s  share o f  
e q u a l i z a t i o n  support,  cont ingency reserve,  spec ia l  cont ingency 
reserve,  smal l  attendance centers, a i d  t o  school d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  
h i g h  concent ra t ions  o f  c h i l d r e n  from low-income f a m i l i e s ,  a i d  t o  
school d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  i nc reas ing  enro l lments,  and a i d  t o  
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  t e l e v i s i o n ,  SUPPORT FOR CAPITAL RESERVE FUNDS, AND 
SUPPORT FOR BOND REDEMPTION FUNDS. 
SECTION 7. A r t i c l e  50 o f  t i t l e  22, Colorado Revised 
Statutes  1973, as amended, i s  amended BY THE ADDITION OF THE 
FOLLOWING NEW SECTIONS t o  read: 
22-50-119. Capital reserve fund support. (1) For the  
budgets years 1981 and 1982, the support level fo r  the cap i ta l  
reserve fund shall  be t h i r t y  dol lars  fo r  each pupil of attendance 
entitlement i n  the d i s t r i c t  and for  each mill levied for  the  
d i s t r i c t ' s  capi ta l  reserve fund for  col lect ion i n  1981 and 1982. 
(2) The property tax levy for  the  capi ta l  reserve fund of a 
d i s t r i c t  e l i g ib l e  under t h i s  section shal l  be subject  t o  the  
1  imi t s  of section 22-40-102 (4). 
( 3 )  Any d i s t r i c t  otherwise e l i g i b l e  under t h i s  a r t i c l e  
shal l  be e l i g ib l e  f o r  s t a t e  support under t h i s  section i f :  
( a )  The amount of revenue per pupil of attendance 
entitlement which the d i s t r i c t  i s  en t i t l ed  t o  receive from a 
one-mill levy, assuming one hundred percent col lect ion of such 
levy, i s  l ess  than the capi ta l  reserve support l eve l ;  and 
(b) The d i s t r i c t  has levied a  property tax for  i t s  cap i ta l  
reserve fund fo r  the  budget year. 
(4)  Beginning January 1 ,  1981, fo r  each budget year,  s t a t e  
support fo r  each pupil of attendance enti t lement for  each mill 
actual ly  levied for  the d i s t r i c t ' s  capi ta l  reserve fund shal l  be: 
(a)  The capi ta l  reserve support l eve l ,  minus 
(b) The amount of property tax revenue received from a 
one-mill levy for  the budge t  year i n  the d i s t r i c t ,  assuming one 
hundred percent col lect ion of such levy, fo r  each pupil of 
attendance entitlement in the d i s t r i c t .  
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(5) The general assembly annua l l y  s h a l l  make a  separate 
app rop r ia t i on  t o  t h e  s t a t e  p u b l i c  school fund t o  cover t h e  
s t a t e ' s  share o f  t h e  est imated c o s t  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  support t o  be 
prov ided d i s t r i c t s  pursuant  t o  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h i s  sec t ion .  
I f  the  amount o f  the  app rop r ia t i on  made i s  l e s s  than the  t o t a l  
amount determined t o  be the  s t a t e ' s  ac tua l  share o f  support  t o  be 
prov ided a l l  e l i g i b l e  d i s t r i c t s  pursuant  t o  t he  p rov i s ions  o f  
t h i s  sec t ion ,  then the  amount t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  any d i s t r i c t  
s h a l l  be i n  t h e  same p r o p o r t i o n  as t h e  amount o f  t h e  
app rop r ia t i on  made bears t o  such t o t a l  amount determined t o  be 
t h e  s t a t e ' s  ac tua l  share. Any unexpended balance o f  t h e  
app rop r ia t i on  s h a l l  r e v e r t  t o  the  general fund a t  t he  end o f  t h e  
s t a t e ' s  f i s c a l  year .  
(6)  Upon determinat ion  o f  t h e  amount t o  be p a i d  t o  each 
e l i g i b l e  d i s t r i c t ,  and dur ing  t h e  f i r s t  qua r te r  o f  t he  s t a t e ' s  
f i s c a l  year ,  by order  upon the  s t a t e  t reasu re r ,  t h e  s t a t e  board 
I 
s h a l l  d i r e c t  payment o f  the  amount which each e l i g i b l e  d i s t r i c t  
i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  rece i ve  f o r  the  nex t  ensuing budget year  o f  t h e  
d i s t r i c t  t o  t h e  t r e a s u r e r  o f  any d i s t r i c t  which has e lec ted  under 
law t o  withdraw i t s  funds from t h e  custody o f  t h e  county 
t reasu re r  o r ,  i n  any o the r  case, t o  t he  t r e a s u r e r  o f  t h e  county 
i n  which t h e  d i s t r i c t  i s  located,  who s h a l l  f o r t h w i t h  c r e d i t  o r  
pay over such amount t o  t he  c a p i t a l  reserve fund o f  each s a i d  
d i s t r i c t .  
22-50-120. Bond redemption fund support.  (1) For t h e  
budget years 1981 and 1982, the  support  l e v e l  f o r  the  bond 
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redemption fund s h a l l  be t h i r t y  d o l l a r s  f o r  each p u p i l  o f  
attendance e n t i t l e m e n t  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  and f o r  each m i l l  l e v i e d  
f o r  t h e  d i s t r i c t ' s  bond redemption fund f o r  c o l l e c t i o n  i n  1981 
and 1982. 
(2) Any d i s t r i c t  o therwise e l i g i b l e  under t h i s  a r t i c l e  
s h a l l  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  s t a t e  support under t h i s  sec t i on  i f :  
(a) The amount o f  revenue pe r  p u p i l  o f  at tendance 
e n t i t l e m e n t  which t h e  d i s t r i c t  i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  rece ive  from a 
one-mi 11 1 evy f o r  t h e  budget year ,  assuming one hundred pe rcen t  
c o l l e c t i o n  o f  such l e v y ,  i s  l e s s  than t h e  bond redemption support  
l e v e l  ; and 
(b) The d i s t r i c t  has approved an issue o f  bonds pursuant t o  
a r t i c l e  42 o f  t h i s  t i t l e .  
(3 )  Beginning January 1, 1981, f o r  each budget year ,  t h e  
m i l l  l e v y  f o r  t he  bond redemption fund o f  a d i s t r i c t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  
s t a t e  support under t h i s  s e c t i o n  s h a l l  be t h e  amount per  p u p i l  o f  
attendance e n t i t l e m e n t  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  c e r t i f i e d  by the  board o f  
educat ion under s e c t i o n  22-42-117, d i v i d e d  by the  bond redemption 
support  1 eve1 . 
(4) Beginning January 1, 1981, f o r  each budget year ,  s t a t e  
support  f o r  each p u p i l  o f  attendance e n t i t l e m e n t  f o r  each m i l l  
a c t u a l l y  l e v i e d  f o r  t he  d i s t r i c t ' s  bond redemption fund i n  
accordance w i t h  subsect ion (3) o f  t h i s  sec t i on  s h a l l  be t h e  bond 
redemption support  l e v e l ,  minus t h e  amount o f  p rope r t y  t ax  
revenue rece ived from a one-mi l l  l e v y  f o r  t he  budget year ,  
assuming one hundred percent  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  such l evy ,  f o r  each 
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p u p i l  o f  attendance en t i t l emen t  i n  t he  d i s t r i c t .  
(5 )  S ta te  support  received pursuant t o  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  
t h i s  sec t i on  s h a l l  be used f o r  t he  purposes prov ided i n  s e c t i o n  
22-42-117. S ta te  support may be used f o r  t h e  payment o f  
p r i n c i p a l  and i n t e r e s t  on bonds outs tand ing  on January 1, 1981, 
as w e l l  as f o r  bonds issued on o r  a f t e r  such date. The r e c e i p t  
o f  s t a t e  support  under t h i s  s e c t i o n  s h a l l  n o t  mod i fy  the 
requirements o f  sec t i on  22-42-104, concerning t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  on 
bonded indebtedness. 
(6) The general assembly annua l ly  s h a l l  make a separate 
app rop r ia t i on  t o  the  s t a t e  pub1 i c  school fund t o  cover t h e  
s t a t e ' s  share o f  t h e  est imated cos t  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  support t o  be 
prov ided d i s t r i c t s  pursuant t o  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h i s  sec t ion .  
I f  the  amount o f  t h e  app rop r ia t i on  made i s  l e s s  than t h e  t o t a l  
amount determined t o  be the  s t a t e ' s  ac tua l  share o f  support  t o  be 
prov ided a l l  e l i g i b l e  d i s t r i c t s  pursuant  t o  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  
t h i s  sec t ion ,  then the  amount t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  any d i s t r i c t  
s h a l l  be i n  t he  same p r o p o r t i o n  as t h e  amount o f  the 
app rop r ia t i on  made bears t o  such t o t a l  amount determined t o  be 
t h e  s t a t e ' s  ac tua l  share. Any unexpended balance o f  t h e  
app rop r ia t i on  s h a l l  r e v e r t  t o  t h e  general fund a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  
s t a t e ' s  f i s c a l  year .  
(7) Upon determinat ion  o f  the  amount t o  be p a i d  t o  each 
e l i g i b l e  d i s t r i c t ,  and du r ing  the  f i r s t  qua r te r  o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  
f i s c a l  year ,  by order  upon t h e  s t a t e  t reasu re r ,  t he  s t a t e  board 
s h a l l  d i r e c t  payment o f  the  amount which each e l i g i b l e  d i s t r i c t  
x x i  v 
i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  r e c e i v e  f o r  t he  nex t  ensuing budget yea r  o f  t h e  
d i s t r i c t  t o  t h e  t r e a s u r e r  o f  any d i s t r i c t  which has e l e c t e d  under 
law t o  wi thdraw i t s  funds from t h e  custody o f  t h e  coun ty  
t r e a s u r e r  o r ,  i n  any o t h e r  case, t o  t h e  t r e a s u r e r  o f  t h e  county  
i n  which t h e  d i s t r i c t  i s  l oca ted ,  who s h a l l  f o r t h w i t h  c r e d i t  o r  
pay over  such amount t o  t h e  bond redemption fund o f  each s a i d  
d i s t r i c t .  
SECTION 8. 22-42-118 (I) ,  Colorado Revised S ta tu tes  1973, 
i s  amended t o  read: 
22-42-118. Tax l e v y  t o  pay p r i n c i p a l  and i n t e r e s t .  (1) I f  
any school d i s t r i c t  has i ssued  bonds under t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h i s  
a r t i c l e ,  i t  i s  t h e  d u t y  o f  t h e  board o f  county  commissioners o f  
t h e  county  i n  which s a i d  d i s t r i c t  i s  s i t u a t e d ,  a t  t h e  t ime  o f  
l e v y i n g  o t h e r  school d i s t r i c t  taxes,  t o  l e v y  a t a x  on a l l  t h e  
t axab le  p r o p e r t y  of  s a i d  d i s t r i c t  a t  a r a t e  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  produce 
such amount as has been c e r t i f i e d  by t h e  board o f  educa t ion  o f  
s a i d  d i s t r i c t ,  f o r  t h e  purpose o f  pay ing  bonds n o t  y e t  due, as 
p rov ided  i n  s e c t i o n  22-42-117; EXCEPT THAT THE RATE OF TAX I N  A 
D I S T R I C T  WHICH I S  E L I G I B L E  FOR BOND REDEMPTION FUND SUPPORT UNDER 
SECTION 22-50-120 SHALL BE GOVERNED BY SECTION 22-50-120 (3). 
SECTION 9. 22-45-103 (1) (b) ( I )  and t h e  i n t r o d u c t o r y  
p o r t i o n  t o  s e c t i o n  22-45-103 (1) (c) ( I ) ,  Colorado Revised 
S t a t u t e s  1973, a re  amended t o  read: 
22-45-103. Funds. (1) (b) ( I )  Bond redemption fund. The 
revenues from a t a x  l e v y  f o r  t h e  purpose o f  s a t i s f y i n g  bonded 
indebtedness o b l i g a t i o n s ,  b o t h  p r i n c i p a l  and i n t e r e s t ,  AND MONEYS 
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RECEIVED PURSUANT TO SECTION 22-50-120 s h a l l  be recorded i n  t h e  
bond redemption fund. The bond redemption fund may i n c l u d e  more 
than one s u b s i d i a r y  account f o r  which a separate t a x  l e v y  i s  made 
t o  s a t i  s f y  t h e  o b l  iga t i ons  o f  bonded indebtedness , in c l  ud i  ng a 
separate tax l e v y  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  o b l i g a t i o n s  o f  bonded 
indebtedness i n c u r r e d  by a former school d i s t r i c t .  The revenues 
f r o m  each separate t a x  l e v y  s h a l l  be h e l d  i n  t r u s t  f o r  t h e  
purpose of s a t i s f y i n g  the  o b l i g a t i o n s  o f  t h e  bonded indebtedness 
f o r  which t h e  t a x  l e v y  was made; except  t h a t  revenues, i f  any, 
remaining t o  t h e  c r e d i t  o f  a separate subs id ia ry  account a f t e r  
s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  a1 1 such ob l  i g a t i o n s  o f  t h a t  subs id ia ry  account 
may be t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  another subs id ia ry  account i n  t h e  same 
fund. 
(c)  ( I )  C a p i t a l  reserve fund. The revenues from a t a x  l e v y  
f o r  c a p i t a l  o u t l a y  purposes AND MONEYS RECEIVED PURSUANT TO 
SECTION 22-50-119 s h a l l  be recorded i n  t h e  c a p i t a l  reserve  fund. 
Such revenues may be supplemented by g i f t s ,  donat ions, and 
t u i t i o n  r e c e i p t s .  Expenditures from t h e  fund s h a l l  be l i m i t e d  t o  
long-range f u t u r e  programs and s h a l l  be made o n l y  f o r  the  
f o l  1 owing purposes: 
SECTION 10. 22-51-104 (I), Colorado Revised S ta tu tes  1973, 
as amended, i s  amended t o  read: 
22-51-104. Methods o f  determi  n i  ng reimbursement 
en t i t l emen t .  (1) For f i n a n c i a l  a i d  i n  p r o v i d i n g  p u p i l  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  FOR ENTITLEMENT PERIODS ENDING ON JUNE 30, 1980, 
AND THEREAFTER, each school d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  have a reimbursement 
x x v i  
en t i t l emen t ,  t o  be determined as fo l lows:  
( a )  Twenty-seven FORTY cents f o r  each m i l e  a c t u a l l y  
t r a v e l e d  by veh ic les  operated by o r  f o r  t h e  school d i s t r i c t  i n  
p r o v i d i n g  p u p i l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  du r ing  t h e  e n t i t l e m e n t  per iod ;  and 
(b) Twenty TWENTY-FIVE percent  o f  any amount by which t h e  
school d i s t r i c t ' s  c u r r e n t  opera t ing  expendi tures f o r  p u p i l  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  en t i t l emen t  p e r i o d  exceeded the  school 
d i s t r i c t ' s  reimbursement e n t i t l e m e n t  under t h e  p rov i s ions  o f  
paragraph (a) o f  t h i s  subsect ion (1). 
SECTION 11. Appropr iat ion.  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  any o t h e r  
app rop r ia t i on ,  t h e r e  i s  hereby appropr iated,  o u t  o f  any moneys i n  
t h e  s t a t e  t reasu ry  n o t  otherwise appropr ia ted ,  t o  t h e  department 
o f  educat ion, f o r  t h e  f i s c a l  year  beg inn ing  J u l y  1, 1980: 
(1) The sum o f  do1 l a r s  ($ ) o r  so much 
the reo f  as may be necessary, f o r  t h e  implementat ion o f  sec t ions  2 
through 4 o f  t h i s  ac t ;  
(2) The sum o f  do1 l a r s  ($ ) o r  so much 
t h e r e o f  as may be necessary, f o r  c a p i t a l  reserve  fund suppor t  
under sec t i on  22-50-119, Colorado Revised S ta tu tes  1973; 
(3) The sum o f  d o l l a r s  ($ ), o r  so much t h e r e o f  
as may be necessary, f o r  bond redemption fund support under 
sec t i on  22-50-120, Colorado Revised Sta tu tes  1973; and 
23 (4) The sum o f  d o l l a r s  ($ ) ,  o r  so much t h e r e o f  
24 as may be necessary, f o r  the  implementat ion o f  s e c t i o n  10 o f  t h i s  
25 ac t .  
26 SECTION 12. Safe ty  clause. The general assembly hereby 





I n  address1 nq r e v i s i o n s  t o  the  c u r r e n t  sys te~ri  f o r  f inanc i  nq 
pub1 i c  elementary and secondary educat ion i n  Col orddo, the  Comi t t e e  
on Zchool Finance focused i t s  e f f o r t s  i n  th ree  major areas: 1 )  
Improvement o f  the s t a t e ' s  c u r r e n t  modif  l e d  power equal i z a t i o n  f o n u l  a 
as embodied i n  the "Publ ic  School Finance Act o f  1973"; 2 )  es tab l i sh -
ment o f  s t a t e  assistance f o r  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  c a p i t a l  construct ion;  and 
3)  updat ing the  s t a t e ' s  c u r r e n t  p u b l i c  school t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  formula. 
MODIFIED POHER EQUALIZATION --

THE PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE ACT OF 1973 

As background in fo rma t ion  on t h e  committee' s recommended 
improvements t o  Colorado's mod i f ied  power equa l i za t i on  formula as 
r e f l e c t e d  i n  the  "Publ ic  School Finance Act o f  1973", t h i s  sec t i on  o f  
t h e  r e p o r t  sumniarizes the  c u r r e n t  formula and how i t  works, and a l t e r -  
n a t i v e s  considered by the  committee i n  a r r i v i n g  a t  i t s  f i n a l  s e l e c t i o n  
o f  a reconunendation. 
The Current  Act -- tlow I t  l lorks 
t l i s t o r v  
The Cons t i t u t i on  o f  t h e  Sta te  o f  Colorado s t a t e s  t h a t  the  Gen- 
e r a l  Assembly s h a l l  "prov ide f o r  t h e  es tab l  ishrnent and maintenance o f  
a thorough and uni form system o f  f r e e  p u b l i c  schools throughout t h e  
s ta te" .  P r i o r  t o  1973, Colorado's school f inance a c t  was a "founda-
t i o n "  program, meaning the  s t a t e  guaranteed revenues t o  a se t  l e v e l  
per  p u p i l  i n  an attempt t o  ensure the  ex is tence o f  a minimum "founda-
t i o n  program o f  educat ion i n  each d i s t r i c t  o f  the  s ta te" .  I n  1972, a 
l e g i s l a t i v e  i n t e r i m  committee recommended t h e  concept c u r r e n t l y  i n  
place, t he  Pub l ic  School Finance Act o f  1973. 
Goals o f  the  Act 
The f i r s t  major goal o f  the  a c t  was t o  increase educat ional 
oppor tun i t y  by ensuring t h a t  adequate funds would be a v a i l a b l e  t o  meet 
educat ional  needs and t o  prevent  educat ional oppor tun i t y  from being a 
f u n c t i o n  o f  l o c a l  p rope r t y  tax  r a i s i n g  a b i l i t i e s .  Second, t he  a c t  
attempted t o  address problems w i t h  the  l o c a l  p rope r t y  tax.  I n  p a r t i c -  
u l a r ,  t he  prov is ions  o f  t he  a c t  reduced p rope r t y  taxes t o  a lower 
l e v e l ,  prov ided f o r  a more equa l l y  d i s t r i b u t e d  p rope r t y  tax  burden 
throughout t he  state,  and l i m i t e d  increases i n  subsequent tax  b i l l s .  
Theory 
The theory adopted t o  meet these goals was a mod i f ied  "power 
equal i z a t i o n "  formula. Under t h i s  program, t h e  s t a t e  guarantees t h a t  
each d i s t r i c t  w i l l  be ab le  t o  r a i s e  a minimum number o f  d o l l a r s  per  
p u p i l  f o r  each m i l l  l ev ied .  For 1980, t h i s  l e v e l  i s  $45.85 per  m i l l  
per  p u p i l  and the  s t a t e  makes up the  d i f f e r e n c e  between what the  d i s -  
t r i c t  can r a i s e  on i t s  own from the p rope r t y  t ax  and the  guaranteed 
1 eve1 . 
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  equa l i z i ng  the  revenue r a i s i n g  a b i l i t i e s  o f  each 
d i s t r i c t  on a per  p u p i l  basis, a  p r o v i s i o n  was enacted t o  equa l ize  
expenditures among the  d i s t r i c t s .  Under t h i s  p rov is ion ,  each d i s t r i c t  
computed i t s  "author ized revenue base", which was the  sum o f  the  1973 
d i s t r i c t  p roper ty  t ax  and s t a t e  foundat ion program revenrres. For 1974 
through 1977, the  d i s t r i c t ' s  author ized revenue base (ARB) was deter -
mined by a l l ow ing  a percentage increase over t he  prev ious year, w i t h  
lower spending d i s t r i c t s  granted a g rea te r  percentage increase than 
the  h igher  spending d i s t r i c t s .  For 1978 and subsequent years, ARB 
increases are prov ided a t  f i x e d  d o l l a r  l eve l s .  This p r o v i s i o n  was 
intended t o  narrow the  v a r i a t i o n  between d i s t r i c t  expenditures. 
Both o f  these p rov i s ions  a l so  a ided i n  meeting goals f o r  
reforming the  p rope r t y  tax. The equa l i za t i on  o f  the  revenue r a i s i n 9  
a b i l i t i e s  o f  each d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  l e v y  had the  e f f e c t  o f  reducinq the  
v a r i a t i o n  i n  m i l l  l e v i e s  among the  d i s t r i c t s  and b r i n g i n g  tax  r a t e s  
more c l o s e l y  i n  l i n e  w i t h  s t a t e  averages. Second, the  r e s t r i c t i o n  on 
increased spending under the author ized revenue base program worked t o  
l i m i t  increases i n  l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t  expenditures from year  t o  
year  and, as a s ide  bene f i t ,  l i m i t  p roper ty  t a x  increases. Most 
important ly ,  along w i t h  enactment of t h e  new f i nanc ing  formula, s t a t e  
a i d  t o  school d i s t r i c t s  was increased almost $120 m i l l i o n  from 1973 t o  
1974 f o r  an o v e r a l l  increase i n  t he  s t a t e ' s  share o f  l o c a l  school d i s -  
t r i c t  general fund expenditures from 28 percent  (1973) t o  42 percent 
(1974) o f  the  t o t a l .  This reduced average school d i s t r i c t  general 
fund m i l l  l e v i e s  from 52.69 m i l l s  i n  1973 t o  37.67 m i l l s  i n  1374 (pro- 
j ec ted  a t  38.15 m i l l s  i n  1980). 
A r e l a t e d  p r o v i s i o n  of t he  e q u a l i z a t i o n  formula was a l s o  
adopted t o  reduce p rope r t y  taxes. Because the  assessed value o f  some 
d i s t r i c t s  o f  the  s t a t e  was h igh  enough so t h a t  a l l  o f  the  revenue 
guaranteed per  p u p i l  per  m i l l  by the  s t a t e  cou ld  be ra i sed  l o c a l l y ,  a  
specia l  p rov i s ion  was added g i v i n g  a "minimum" amount o f  s t a t e  a i d  t o  
each d i s t r i c t  f o r  each p u p i l  f o r  each m i l l  l ev ied .  As a r e s u l t ,  prop-
e r t y  taxes i n  these d i s t r i c t s  were reduced. Also as a r e s u l t  o f  t h i s  
prov is ion,  on l y  one d i s t r i c t  received l ess  s t a t e  a i d  i n  1974 than 
1973, al though n e a r l y  80 o f  the s t a t e ' s  181 d i s t r i c t s  q u a l i f i e d  under 
the  ~ninimuni guarantee. 
School D i s t r i c t  Revenue and Expendi t u res  
Author i  zed Revenue Base 
The a c t  funds each d i s t r i c t  on the  basis  o f  i t s  "author ized 
revenue base" (ARB), which i s  def ined t o  be the  sum o f  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  
general fund proper ty  t a x  revenues and the  s t a t e ' s  equa l i za t i on  pay-
ments, per  e l i g i b l e  pup i l ,  f o r  the  year preceding the  budget year. A 
percentage f a c t o r  was then app l ied  t o  the  prev ious year 's  ARB t o  
determine the  new ARB t o  be funded by the  s t a t e  and l o c a l  school d i s -
t r i c t .  For 1978, each d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB was determined by adding $120 t o  
i t s  1977 ARB ins tead o f  a percentage fac to r .  For 1979, each d i s -
t r i c t ' s  ARB was determined by adding $130 t o  i t s  1978 ARB; f o r  1980, 
$140 w i l l  be added t o  each d i s t r i c t ' s  1979 ARB; f o r  1981, $150 w i l l  be 
added t o  each d i s t r i c t ' s  1980 ARB; and f o r  1982, $160 w i l l  be added t o  
each d i s t r i c t ' s  1981 ARB. 
I n  add i t ion ,  t he  a c t  prov ides t h a t  no d i s t r i c t  be requ i red  t o  
have an ARB lower than t h e  f o l l o w i n g  l e v e l s  f o r  the  years s p e c i f i e d  
Budget Year l4inimum ARB 
-1/ Al though no minimum ARB i s  s p e c i f i e d  a f t e r  1901, t he  s t a t -  
u t o r i l y  au thor ized ARB increase o f  $160 per  d i s t r i c t  i n  
1981 w i l l ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  increase t h e  minimum ARB t o  $1,860 
i n  1932. 
The e f f e c t  o f  a l l ow ing  the  lower spending d i s t r i c t s  t o  increase 
t h e i r  ARBS a t  t h e  y e a r l y  r a t e  o f  the  $200 rnininiurn ARB l e v e l  w h i l e  
o t h e r  d i s t r i c t s  are r e s t r i c t e d  t o  l esse r  ra tes  i s  t o  narrow the  d i s -
p a r i t y  between d i s t r i c t s  i n  terms o f  per p u p i l  revenues. 
Attendance Ent i t lement  
The author ized revenue base i s  the maximun~ l e v e l  o f  expendi ture 
p e n i  t t e d  per  e l i g i b l e  p u p i l .  The number o f  e l  i q l  b l e  p i ~ p i l s  f o r  which 
a school d i s t r i c t  may r a i s e  revenue f o r  expendi ture i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  as 
attendance ent i t lement .  The attendance e n t i  tlement i s  d e t e m i  ned on 
t h e  bas is  o f  average d a i l y  attendance du r ing  a specia l  f o u r  week 
count ing per iod  ending t h e  f o u r t h  Fr iday o f  October preceding the  bud- 
g e t  year.  (A specia l  p r o v i s i o n  i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  f u l l - y e a r  programs 
which a l lows f o r  a s i m i l a r  four week count inq per iod  ending about two 
months a f t e r  the s t a r t  o f  the  school year. ) 
A d i s t r i c t  i s  permi t ted  t o  u t i l i z e  t h e  average d a i l y  attendance 
f o r  the  year preceding the  budget year, t he  second year  precedinq the  
budget year  o r  an average o f  t he  th ree  years precedinq the  budget year 
as i t s  attendance en t i t l emen t  t o  so f ten  the  f i n a n c i a l  consequences t o  
d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  r a p i d l y  d e c l i n i n g  enrol lments, In add i t ion ,  d i s t r i c t s  
a re  permi t ted t o  u t i l i z e  96 percent o f  t h e i r  enrol lments i n  l i e u  o f  
t h e  average d a i l y  attendance f i g u r e  f o r  attendance en t i t l emen t  t o  
m i t i g a t e  the impacts o f  excessive o r  unusual absenteeism on a d i s -  
t r i c t ' s  revenue, 
S ta te  Guarantee 
A f t e r  c a l c u l a t i o n  o f  each d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB, o r  how much revenue 
i s  t o  be a v a i l a b l e  per p u p i l ,  the  mix between s t a t e  and l o c a l  sources 
f o r  such revenue i s  computed. I n  at tempt ing t o  equal ize the  tax  
generat ing resources o f  each d i s t r i c t ,  t h e  a c t  provides f o r  a " s t a t e  
guarantee" l e v e l  o f  revenue f o r  each m i l l  l e v i e d  by each d i s t r i c t  f o r  
each e l i g i b l e  p u p i l .  For 1980, the s t a t e  has guaranteed t h a t  each 
m i l l  w i l l  r a i s e  $45.85 per  p u p i l  of combined s t a t e  and l o c a l  funds. 
The a c t  f u r t h e r  prov ides t h a t  the s t a t e  guarantee f o r  1°81, 1982, and 
t h e r e a f t e r  w i l l  be es tab l ished a t  a l e v e l  which w i l l  ensure d i s t r i b u -
t i o n  o f  the  same amount o f  s t a t e  equa l i za t i on  as f o r  1980. 
Each d i s t r i c t ' s  expenditure l e v e l ,  o r  ARB, i s  then d i v ided  by 
the  s t a t e  guaranteed revenue per  m i l l  per  p u p i l  t o  determine the  
number o f  m i l l s  t h a t  each d i s t r i c t  must l e v y  i n  order  t o  r a i s e  the  
corresponding amount o f  revenue. For example, i f  a d i s t r i c t ' s  author- 
i z e d  revenue base i s  $1,600 per  pup i l ,  $1,600 d i v ided  by $45.85, the  
s t a t e  guaranteed l e v e l  of revenue per  p u p i l  i n  1980, equals a m i l l  
l e v y  o f  34.90 m i l l s  which w i l l  be necessary t o  f u l l y  fund the  d i s -
t r i c t ' s  ARB from combined s t a t e  and l o c a l  sources ($45.05 per m i l  1 pe r  
p u p i l  t imes 34.90 m i l l s  equals the d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB o f  $1,600). 
Minimum Guarantee 
I n  order  t h a t  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  may share i n  s t a t e  educat ion sup- 
p o r t  and b e n e f i t  from the  proper ty  t ax  r e l i e f  o f fe red ,  t h e  a c t  con-
t a i n s  a minimum a i d  p r o v i s i o n  t h a t  guarantees t h a t  each d i s t r i c t  w i l l  
rece ive  a minimum of $1 1.35 per  m i l  1 per  e l i g i b l e  pup i l ,  even i f  l o c a l  
revenues are s u f f i c i e n t  t o  r a i s e  more than the  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  
minimuni and the  s t a t e  guaranteed l e v e l  o f  support. I f  the  m i l l  l e v y  
o f  t he  d i s t r i c t  computed a t  the  $11.35 minimum guarantee l e v e l  exceeds 
20 m i l l s ,  the  d i s t r i c t  can rece ive  $13.35 per m i l l  per  p u p i l  o f  s t a t e  
support i n  1980. Again, t o  compute the  m i l l  l e v y  requ i red  t o  r a i s e  
the amount o f  s t a t e  and l o c a l  revenues necessary t o  fund the  d i s -
t r i c t ' s  ARB, the  ARB i s  d iv ided by the  s t a t e  guarantee, i n  t h i s  
instance the  sum o f  l o c a l  revenue c a p a b i l i t i e s  per  m i l l  per  p u p i l  p lus  
$11.35. 
For example, i f  a d i s t r i c t ' s  ARO i s  $1,600 per pupil, and local 
revenues will raise $35.00 per pupil per mill ,  tile ARB i s  divided by 
the sum of the d i s t r i c t ' s  local revenue raisinq capability per mill 
per pup1 1 and the in1 nirnuni guarantee, o r  $35.00 p l u s  $1 1.35 (546 .35 ) .  
This computes a 11111 levy of 34.52 llrills necessary to raise the appro- 
priate  amount of s t a t e  and local funds to equal the d i s t r i c t ' s  ARB.  
Since, in th is  instance, the mill levy computed a t  the $11.35 minlmum 
guarantee level (34.52 mil ls)  exceeds 20 mills,  the d i s t r i c t  qualifies 
for  a minimum guarantee level of $13.35 per mill per pupil, and  the 
mill levy i s  recomputed as follows: the local d i s t r i c t  revenue 
raising capability ($35.00 per mil l )  i s  added to the alternate minimum 
guarantee level ($13.35) and the sum ($48.35) i s  divided into the d i s -
t r i c t ' s  ARB ($1,600). The new mill levy i s  then computed t o  be 33.09 
mills ($48.35 per mill per pupil times 33.09 mills equals the ARB of 
$1,600 per pupi 1. ) 
State/Local Share 
The local share per mill per pupil i s  equal to the amount that 
can be raised from the d i s t r i c t ' s  property tax base per mill, divided 
by the number of el igi bl e pup1 1 s. The s t a t e ' s  share per mi 11 per 
pupil i s  equal to the difference between the amount t h a t  the local 
property tax can raise and the s t a t e  guarantee. For example, i f  the 
local t a x  base can raise $15.00 per mill per pupil and the s ta te  guar -
antee i s  $45.85, the s t a t e ' s  share i s  $30.85. For those d i s t r i c t s  
whose local t ax  base i s  suff icient  t o  raise more t h a n  $34.50 per mill 
per pupi 1 , and thus would receive 1ess than $1 1.35 under the s t a t e  
guarantee per mill of $45.85. the s t a t e ' s  share i s  $11.35 per mill per 
pupil, or $13.35 as discussed above, depending upon the d i s t r i c t ' s  
mi11 levy. The total expenditure per pupil i s  the ARB. The total  
local share per pupil i s  the local share per mill times the mill levy. 
The total  s t a t e  share per pupil i s  the s t a t e  share times the mill 
levy. Together, the total s t a t e  and local shares per pupil are equal 
to the authorized revenue base. 
Exam~le Calculation 
The followinq hypothetical example i l l  ustrates the calculation 
sequence for  a school d i s t r i c t  funded under t he  s t a t e  guarantee of 
$45.85 per pupil per mill for 1980. 
Authori zed Expendi turcs Per Pupi 1 
1979 general fund expenditures 
plus s tatutori ly a1 lowed increase 
equals 1980 authorized revenue base (ARB) 
Eligible Pupils 
Fall 1977 average daily attendance 
Fa1 1 1978 average dai ly  attendance 
Fall 1979 average daily attendance 
Three year average 
Since three year average i s  largest el igible  
figure, attendance entitlement equals 
District  llli11 Levy 
1980 ARB 
divided by s t a t e  guaranteed revenue per pupil 45.85 
equals District  general fund mill levy 40.00 mills 
State and Local Shares Per Pupil 
Local Share: 
Local val uation for assessment 
divided by attendance entitlement ( A E )  
equals assessed valuation per AE 
times one mi 11 .001 
equals Local share per mill per pupil $ 15.00 
times d i s t r i c t  mill levy 5 40.00 mills 
equals Local share per pupi 1 8 600. OU' 
State Share: 
State guaranteed revenue per pupil 
minus 1ocal revenue per m i  11 per puoi 1 
equals State share per mill per pupil 
times d i s t r i c t  mill levy 40.00 mills 
equals State share per pupil 1,234.00 
Total State and Local Shares 
Local Share: 
Local share per pupil GOO. 00 
times attendance entitlement 
equals Total local share 
State Share: 
State share per p u p i l  
times attendance ent j  t l  einent 
equals Total s t a t e  share 
Tota l  Revenues 
To ta l  s t a t e  share 
p l u s  t o t a l  l o c a l  share 
eauals To ta l  General Fund Revenues 
To ta l  Expenditures 
Author ized revenue base 
t imes attendance e n t i t l e m e n t  
equal s Tota l  General Fund E x ~ e n d i  tu res  
NOTE: The t o t a l  general fund revenue and expendi ture f i g u r e s  
agree. 
Specia l  Prov i  s ions 
Increases i n  ARB above al lowed l e v e l .  I n  recoqn i t i on  o f  t he  
f a c t  t h a t  specia l  cond i t i ons  can a r i s e  causinq a school d i s t r i c t  t o  
need more revenue than might  be authorized, t he  a c t  a l lows d i s t r i c t s  
t o  request  an increase i n  t h e i r  author ized revenue base from a spec ia l  
"S ta te  School D i s t r i c t  Budget Review Board" composed o f  the  tt. Gover-
nor, S ta te  Treasurer, and Chairman o f  t he  Sta te  Board o f  Education. 
Any such increase t h a t  might  be al lowed i s  n o t  inc luded i n  t h e  d i s -  
t r i c t ' s  author ized revenue base f o r  computation o f  the  d l s t r i c t ' s  
s t a t e  a i d  i n  the  f i r s t  year  only.  The d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  l e v y  and s t a t e  
and l o c a l  share would be computed i n  the  normal manner, exc lus ive  o f  
t h e  increase, and then an a d d i t i o n a l  computation would be made t o  
determine the  increase i n  the  l o c a l  m i l l  l e v y  necessary t o  fund the  
increase. As a r e s u l t ,  the  increase i s  e n t i r e l y  l o c a l l y  funded f o r  
t h e  f i r s t  year,  bu t  f o r  subsequent years t h e  increase i s  inc luded i n  
t h e  d i s t r i c t ' s  au thor ized revenue base and the  s t a t e  shares i n  i t s  
fund ing  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  formula descr ibed above. 
The d i s t r i c t  may a l so  take a vote o f  t he  people t o  au thor ize  an 
increase i n  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  revenue base n o t  granted by the  rev iew 
board. Such a vote can o n l y  be taken a f t e r  t he  requested increase has 
been e i t h e r  t o t a l l y  o r  p a r t i a l l y  denied by t h e  s t a t e  rev iew board and, 
again, the  s t a t e  does n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  funding t h e  increase u n t i l  
t h e  second year  when i t  becomes a normal p o r t i o n  o f  t he  d i s t r i c t ' s  
au thor ized revenue base. 
Densit  f a c t o r ,  The a c t  was amended i n  1978 t o  prov ide  t h a t  if 
a d i s t r ~ c ts a t t e n  ance en t i t l emen t  i s  g rea te r  than 50,000, and i t_TY__a 
averages more than 500 p u p i l s  per  square m i l e  o f  p u p i l  densi ty ,  i t  
q u a l i f i e s  fo r  one hundred seven and one-hal f  percent  o f  t he  s t a t e  
guarantee. For 1980, i f  a d i s t r i c t  meets t h e  requirements o f  t he  den- 
s i t y  f ac to r ,  i t  would rece i ve  a s t a t e  guarantee o f  $49.29 ($45.85 
t imes 107 1/2% equals $49.29). Since a d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  l e v y  i s  de ter -  
mined by d i v i d i n g  i t s  ARB by the s t a t e  guarantee, increases i n  the  
s t a t e  guarantee w i l l  have the  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t  o f  lower ing  the  m i l  1  l e v y  
i n  a q u a l i f i e d  d i s t r i c t .  
Decl i n i n g  en ro l  lments. Another p r o v i s i o n  of the  a c t  r e l a t e s  t o  
d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  have d e c l i n i n g  enrol lments. I n  recogn i t i on  o f  the  f a c t  
t h a t  costs do n o t  necessa r i l y  decrease i n  d i r e c t  p ropo r t i on  t o  smal l  
decreases i n  enrol lment,  op t i ona l  methods o f  determin ing the  number o f  
p u p i l s  used t o  determine a d i s t r i c t ' s  funding a r e  provided. Although 
normal ly  t he  average d a i l y  attendance count made i n  the  f a l l  preceding 
t h e  budget year  i s  u t i l i z e d ,  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  d e c l i n i n g  enrol lments may 
use the  count f o r  t h e  second preceding year, o r  an average o f  t h e  
th ree  preceding years, ifthese numbers are  l a r g e r .  This  p r o v i s i o n  
i n f l a t e s  the  number o f  students funded over those i n  ac tua l  attendance 
du r ing  the  c u r r e n t  year  and provides a bonus i n  s t a t e  and l o c a l  funds 
t o  such d i s t r i c t s  t o  a l l o w  a longer phase-down o f  expenditures. 
Increasing enrol lments. A spec ia l  p r o v i s i o n  was enacted i n  
1977 t o  prov ide a d d i t i o n a l  a i d  t o  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  increas inq  
enro l lments dur ing  a budget year. For any d i s t r i c t  w i t h  an increase 
i n  i t s  attendance en t i t l emen t  o f  g rea te r  than th ree  percent o r  350 
pup i ls ,  whichever i s  less,  the  s t a t e  provides a spec ia l  payment equal 
t o  40 percent  o f  t he  d i s t r i c t ' s  author ized revenue base f o r  t he  budget 
year  f o r  each p u p i l  exceeding the  l esse r  o f  the  th ree  percent  o r  350 
p u p i l  increase. Attendance en t i t l emen t  changes a r e  measured dur inq  a 
d i s t r i c t ' s  normal count ing period. 
Small attendance centers. The 1973 a c t  cont inued a spec ia l  
p rov i s ion  p rov id inq  add1 t i o n a l  s t a t e  a i d  t o  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  small 
attendance- centers. Small attendance centers a re  de f ined by the  a c t  
t o  be elementary o r  secondary schools w i t h  enro l lments o f  l e s s  than 
175 pup i ls ,  and l oca ted  a t  l e a s t  20 m i l e s  from t h e  nearest o the r  such 
center  n o t  i n  a reorganized d i s t r i c t .  Bonus p u p i l s  a re  a1 lowed f o r  
attendance i n  smal l  attendance centers based on a s t a t u t o r y  formula. 
S ta te  small attendance a i d  i s  equal t o  t h e  l esse r  o f  t he  d i s -
t r i c t ' s  author ized revenue base times t h e  number o f  bonus pup i ls ,  or 
t he  s t a t e  guarantee f o r  each m i l l  l e v i e d  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  t imes t h e  
number o f  bonus pup i l s .  Small attendance center  a i d  i s  comprised 
e n t i r e l y  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  s t a t e  do l l a rs .  This  p r o v i s i o n  places small 
attendance a i d  on an equal basis  f o r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s ,  regardless o f  
p roper ty  weal th.  
I n  order  t o  prevent  the  small attendance center  a i d  p r o v i s i o n  
from serv ing as a d e t e r r e n t  t o  school d i s t r i c t  reorganizat ion,  t h e  a c t  
provides t h a t  t he  p r o v i s i o n  would be phased o u t  over  a f o u r  year  
period. I f  a d i s t r i c t  i s  reorganized so as t o  l o c a t e  a p rev ious l y  
e l i g i b l e  center  w i t h i n  20 m i les  o f  another such center,  t h e  center  may 
s t i l l  rece ive  the  a i d  as fo l lows:  100 percent  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  year f o l -  
lowing such reorganizat ion,  75 percent i n  t h e  second year, 50 percent  
i n  t he  t h i r d  year, and 25 percent i n  t h e  f o u r t h  year, w i t h  no small 
attendance center  a i d  granted f i v e  o r  more years a f t e r  the  reorganiza- 
t i o n .  
Aid  t o  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  low income pup i l s .  A new general a i d  
p r o v i s i o n  t o  the  a c t  was enacted i n  1977 t o  p rov ide  a i d  t o  d i s t r i c t s  
w i t h  h igh  concentrat ions o f  p u p i l s  from l b w  income fam i l i es .  To be 
e l i g i b l e ,  the  number o f  c h i l d r e n  from low income f a m i l i e s  i n  a d i s -
t r i c t  must exceed 15 percent  o f  i t s  attendance ent i t lement .  The a i d  
i s  $125 per  year  f o r  each such p u p i l  exceedinq 15 percent o f  t he  d i s -  
t r i c t ' s  attendance ent i t lement .  The mechani snl used t o  determine the  
number o f  students from low income f a m i l i e s  i s  t he  number counted 
under T i t l e  Io f  the  Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 
A id  t o  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  t e l e v i s i o n .  Another new program enacted 
i n  1977 provfdes s t a t e  support  t o  e l i q i b l e  d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  support o r  
operate i n s t r u c t i o n a l  t e l e v i s i o n  s ta t ions .  For d i s t r i c t s  ope ra t i ng  
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  t e l e v i s i o n ,  the  a i d  i s  equal t o  one d o l l a r  f o r  each 
p u p i l  r e s i d i n g  i n  t he  pr imary  coverage area. For d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  sup- 
p o r t  p u b l i c  educat ional t e l e v i s i o n ,  the s t a t e  a i d  i s  on a one d o l l a r  
p e r  p u p i l  basis  and l i m i t e d  t o  a t o t a l  o f  $100,000. 
ARB D i s p a r i t i e s  
The s t a t e ' s  h ighes t  ARB d i s t r i c t  f o r  1979 i s  Agate School Dis- 
t r i c t  i n  E l b e r t  County w i t h  an ARB o f  $3,380.96, which i s  $1,980.96 
above the  $1,400,00 minimum ARB o f  28 Colorado school d i s t r i c t s .  
Agate, as w e l l  as s i x  o the r  d i s t r i c t s  conta in  ARBs i n  excess o f  $2,600 
f o r  1979. The weiqhted average ARD f o r  these seven d i s t r i c t s  i s  
$2,887.08, which i s  $1,487.08 greater  than the $1,400.00 weighted 
average ARB f o r  the  28 minimum ARB d i s t r i c t s .  I f  t h e  weighted average 
cos ts  o f  tnandated programs (1e. ,  spec ia l  education, vocat iona l  educa- 
t i o n ,  t ranspor ta t ion ,  PERA, workmen's compensation and unemployment 
compensation) funded from t h e  ARBs i s  deducted from the  weighted aver-
age ARBs o f  both groups, t he  d i s p a r i t y  becomes $1,208.67, an approxi -  
mate 19 percent reduc t i on  i n  d i s p a r i t y .  
Students i n  t he  7 h ighes t  ARB d i s t r i c t s  represent  l ess  than 0.1 
percent  o f  students statewide. I f  these d i s t r i c t s  a re  excluded, and 
d i s t r i c t s  represent ing 99.9 percent  o f  the  s t a t e ' s  students are corn- 
pared, ARB d i s p a r i t i e s  a r e  reduced dramat ica l  l y .  The weighted average 
ARB o f  t h e  25 d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  ARBs between $2,000 and $2,600 i s  
$2,113.12, o r  $713.12 above the  $1,400.00 minimum ARB. I f  weighted
average costs o f  mandated programs are deducted from both groups, t h e  
d i s p a r i t y  becomes o n l y  $448.97. Hence, i f  cos ts  o f  mandated programs 
a r e  deducted and d i s t r i c t s  represent ing  99.9 percent  o f  a l l  school 
c h i l d r e n  a re  compared, ARB d i s p a r i t i e s  a re  reduced by 70 percent.  
Chart I ill u s t r a t e s  the  weighted averaqe ARB d i s p a r i t i e s  and 
mandated costs among the  s ta tes  181 school d i s t r i c t s .  The d i s t r i c t s  
a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  ca tegor ies  w i t h i n  t h e  ARB ranges shown. Weighted 
average ARBS, mandated costs, and remaining ARBs are  shown f o r  each 
ARB category along the  v e r t i c a l  a x i s  o f  the  cha r t ,  The number o f  s tu-
dents w i t h i n  each ARB category i s  shown on the  i ~ o r i z o n t a l  a x i s  o f  t he  
char t .  
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D i s t r i c t s  
Students Within ARB Ranges 
A1 t e r n a t i v e s  Consi dered 
A range o f  a1t e r a t i o n s  concerning the  mod i f i ed  power equal i z a -  
t i o n  formula were considered by the comrni t t ee .  The a1 te rna t i ves ,  
va ry ing  i n  both methodology and impact. were almed a t  s a t i s f y i n g  two 
committee concerns: ( 1 ) f u r t h e r  reducing the  c u r r e n t  range o f  ARB 
d l s p a r i t y ;  and ( 2 )  prevent ing p rope r t y  tax  increases. To s a t i s f y  t h e  
committee concerns, t h e  proposed a l t e r n a t i v e s  p r i m a r i l y  addressed 
changing two var iab les  o f  the  c u r r e n t  f i nanc inq  formula -- the  minimum 
ARB and the  s t a t e  guarantee. 
Table Ion page 12 compares, f o r  1981 and 1982, t he  n ine  a l t e r -  
na t i ves  evaluated by the committee i n  terms o f  minimum ARB l eve l s ,  t h e  
s t a t e  guarantee and minimum and a l t e r n a t e  minimum guarantee l e v e l s  
necessary t o  s t a b i l i z e  t h e  statewide average m i l l  l e v y  a t  38.15 m i l l s ,  
and the  a d d i t i o n a l . c o s t  o f  each proposal over  t h e  cu r ren t  a c t  w i thou t  
a s t a b i l i z e d  statewide average m i l l  levy.  Not a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  were 
requested on a two-year basis.  
M i nimum ARB Adjustments 
A l t e r n a t i v e s  1, 2, and 3 would increase the  minimum ARB by 
$1 00.00, $200.00, and $300.00 respec t i ve l y  over the  $1,800.00 minimum 
ARB c u r r e n t l y  specified by law. 
A1 t e r n a t i v e  4 es tab l ishes  a minimum ARB which would embrace 80 
percent  o f  a l l  students w i t h i n  the  s ta te .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  5 u t i l i z e s  t h e  statewide average ARB from the  p r i o r  
yea r  and adds the  s t a t u t o r i l y  al lowed ARB increase f o r  the  ensuing 
year  ($150.00 f o r  1981 ) t o  determine t h e  minimum ARB f o r  t he  ensuing 
budget year. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  6 c l u s t e r s  a l l  ARBS t o  w i t h i n  p lus  o r  minus 10 per-
cen t  o f  a value. This  a l t e r n a t i v e  would e s t a b l i s h  the  minimum ARB 
w i t h i n  20 percent o f  t h e  s t a t e ' s  h ighes t  ARB. 
According t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  7, school d i s t r i c t s  would be broken 
i n t o  th ree  classes based upon average d a i l y  attendance en t i t l emen t  
(ADAE) f o r  a g iven budget year. According t o  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
scheme, school d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  l ess  than 175 p u p i l s  would be placed i n  
Class 1, d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  between 175 and 1,000 p u p i l s  would be p laced 
i n  Class 2, and d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  g reater  than 1,000 p u p i l s  would be 
p laced i n  Class 3. 
For any given budget year, the weiqhted average ARB f o r  each 
c l a s s  would be determined. The f l a t  d o l l a r  ARB increase spec i f fed  i n  
law f o r  the next  year  would then be added t o  the  weiqhted average ARB 
f o r  each c lass  t o  determine t h e  minimum ARB f o r  each c lass  f o r  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  year. 
TABLE I 
Equalization A1 t e rna t i ve s  Considered by t h e  Comni t t e e  
I.li n i mum M i  ni nlum 
A1 te rna t ive  




Coxt over Current 
Act *w/o s t ab i  1 i z e d  
1 evy ($51 1.2 m) 
:li nirnun 
ARB 
S t a t e  
Guarantee 
Guarantee1 
A1 t e r n a t e  
Isli nimurn 
Cost over Current 
Act wlo s t a b i l i z e d  
levy ($511.2 rn) 
$ 66.3 mi l l ion  
91.5 mi l l ion  
127.8 m i  11 ion 
131.C mill ion -- -- - - - - 
131.3 mi l l ion  2,167.08 56.OG .- 140.1 m i  11 ion 
529.q mil l ion  - - -- -- - - 
7 
Class 1 
Class 2 91.3 mi l l ion  
Class 3 
49.0 mi l l ion  1,890.00 53.25 11.35/13.35 97.1 mi l l ion  
1,830.00 49.51 11.35/14.41 43.2 mi l l ion  
A l t e r n a t i v e  8 leaves the  minimum ARD a t  the  c u r r e n t l y  spec i f ied  
l e v e l s  o f  $1,800.00 f o r  1981 and 1982. 
A1 t e r n a t i v e  9 does n o t  a d j u s t  the  minimum ARB f a r  1981, b u t  
increases the  1902 minimum ARB t o  $2,000.00, con t i nu ing  the  t rend  o f  
$200.00 incremental annual increases es tab l  ished by S.B. 25 ( 1978 
Session). 
S t a t e  Guarantee, Minimum Guarantee, and A1 t e r n a t e  Minimum Guarantee 
Levels 
As p rev ious l y  mentioned, the  guarantee l e v e l s  s p e c i f i e d  f o r  
each a l t e r n a t i v e  would s t a b i l i z e  the s ta tewide averaqe m i l l  l e v y  a t  
38.15 m i l l s .  A l t e r n a t i v e s  1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 ad jus t  the  s t a t e  
guarantee only, w i thou t  making adjustments t o  the  minimum o r  a1 t e r n a t e  
m i nimum guarantees. 
A l t e r n a t i v e  5 would a b o l i s h  both the  minimum and a l t e r n a t e  min- 
imurn guarantee, and a1 t e r n a t i v e  3 increases t h e  a1 te rna te  nlinimum a t  
t h e  same r a t e  o f  increase as the  increase i n  the  s t a t e  guarantee over  
t he  p r i o r  year. O f  a l l  the  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  considered, o n l y  a1 t e r n a t i v e  
9 would prov ide p rope r t y  t a x  re1  i e f  f o r  a l l  (general equal i z a t i o n  and 
minimum guarantee) d i s t r i c t s .  
I n  order  t o  s t a b i l i z e  the  statewide average m i l l  levy, p rov ide  
p rope r t y  t ax  r e l i e f  t o  a l l  Colorado school d i s t r i c t s ,  and cont inue t o  
reduce ARB d i s p a r i t i e s ,  a l t e r n a t i v e  9 was recommended by the  commit- 
tee, and i s  contained as a p r o v i s i o n  o f  B i l l  31. Appendix A compares 
s imu la t ions  o f  the  a c t  w i t h  and w i thout  adopt ion o f  B i l l  31 f o r  1980, 
1981, and 1902. A g lossary  o f  abbrev ia t ions  used i n  the  s imu la t ions  
i s  a l s o  inc luded i n  Appendix A. 
CAPITAL  CONSTRUCTION FIJNDI NG 
Current  Ac t  -- Rackground 
Current ly ,  school d i s t r i c t s  r e l y  on two funds, the  bond redemp- 
t i o n  fund and the  c a p i t a l  reserve fund, t o  f i nance  cap i  ta l '  constrrrc-
t i o n .  Under e x i s t i n g  law the  s t a t e  does n o t  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  e l t h e r  of 
these funds, consequently, t he  burden o f  p rov id inq  new f a c i l i t i e s  o r  
upgrading present f a c l l l t i e s  f a l l s  t o t a l l y  on t h e  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s .  
Sect ion 22-45-103 (1)  ( b )  Colorado Revised Sta tu tes  1973, cre-
a ted  school d i s t r i c t  bond redemption funds. The funds cons i s t  o f  t he  
proceeds from l o c a l  t a x  l e v i e s  made f o r  t h e  purpose o f  s a t i s f y i n g  
l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  bonded indebtedness ob l i ga t i ons ,  bo th  p r i n c i p a l  and 
i n t e r e s t .  The bond redemption funds may be used f o r  the  purposes of 
making payments under i n s t a l l m e n t  purchase agreements o r  under lease 
or r e n t a l  agreements having a t e n  o f  more than one year  and f o r  the 
purpose o f  ob ta in ing  the  use o f  r e a l  p rope r t y  f o r  school s i t e s ,  b u i l d -
ings  o r  s t ructures.  
Paragraph ( c )  under the  same subsect ion created c a p i t a l  reserve 
funds. Capi ta l  reserve  funds are  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a  maximum f o u r  m i l 1 
l e v y  f o r  c a p i t a l  o u t l a y  purposes. Expenditures from these funds are  
1i m i t ed  t o  long-range f u t u r e  programs i n c l u d i n g  : (a )  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  
land and cons t ruc t i on  o f  s t ructures,  o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  land w i t h  
e x i s t i n g  s t ruc tures ,  equipment, and fu rn ish ings ;  ( b )  cons t ruc t i on  o f  
add i t ions  t o  e x i s t i n g  s t ruc tures ;  ( c )  procurement and i n s t a l  1a t i o n  of 
equipment f o r  new b u i l d i n g s  and add i t i ons  t o  e x i s t i n q  bu i ld ings ;  ( d )  
a1 t e r a t i o n s  and improvements t o  e x i s t i n g  s t r u c t u r e s  where the  t o t a l  
est imated p r o j e c t  cos ts  a re  i n  excess o f  f i v e  thousand d o l l a r s ;  (e )  
a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  sc t~oo l  buses o r  o ther  equlpment w i t h  u n i t  costs exceed- 
i n g  twenty f i v e  hundred do1 l a r s ;  and ( f )  i n s t a l  lment purchase agree-
ment o r  lease agreement w i t h  an op t i on  t o  purchase f o r  a  per iod  n o t  t o  
exceed f i v e  years. A l l  expenditures from the  funds, except f o r  
i n s t a l l m e n t  purchase and lease-wi th-opt ion agreements, must be author- 
i z e d  by a  r e s o l u t i o n  adopted by the board o f  educat ion o f  a school 
d i s t r i c t .  Expenditures f o r  i n s t a l l m e n t  purchase and 1  ease-wi th -op t ion  
agreements must f i r s t  be approved by a  vo te  o f  t he  e lec tors .  
Present ly  a  20 percent bonded indebtedness l i m i t a t i o n  r e s t r i c t s  
t he  amount o f  t o t a l  bonded debt  which a  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  can i ncu r .  
Th is  means t h a t  a school d i s t r i c t  may n o t  i n c u r  indebtedness exceeding 
20 percent o f  i t s  assessed valuat ion.  There i s ,  however, no f u r t h e r  
l i m i t a t i o n  on the m i l l  l e v i e s  needed by school d i s t r i c t s  t o  r e t i r e  
bonded debt. 
E f f o r t s  i n  Other States 
There are  b a s i c a l l y  f i v e  means o f  f i n a n c i a l  support used by 
s ta tes  t o  a i d  l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  fund inq  c a p i t a l  o u t l a y  pro- 
grams: f u l l  s t a t e  support; s t a t e / l o c a l  shar inq  on a  percentaqe basis;  
f l a t  grants; loans; and equa l iza t ion .  Three s ta tes  p resen t l y  p rov lde  
f u l l  f i n a n c i a l  support assuming s t a t e  funds a re  f u l  l y  appropriated. 
An example i s  Maryland, which funds a l l  t h e  costs o f  s t a t e  approved 
c a p i t a l  cons t ruc t i on  and improvement programs w i t h  the except ion o f  
cos ts  f o r  land acqu is i t i on .  
S ta te / loca l  shar ing  i s  based upon the  s t a t e  p rov id ing  a c e r t a i n  
percentage o f  c a p i t a l  o u t l a y  costs. The percentage may be constant  
f o r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  regardless o f  p roper ty  wealth, o r  i t  may vary w i t h  
poorer d i s t r i c t s  being reimbursed a t  a h igher  percentage than 
wea l th ie r  d i s t r i c t s .  For example, Delaware prov ides 60 percent o f  the 
costs o f  approved pro jec ts ,  wh i l e  Connect icut makes grants o f  between 
40 and 80 percent o f  new cons t ruc t i on  cos ts  i n v e r s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the  
d i s t r i c t ' s  p rope r t y  wealth. The s t a t e / l o c a l  shar ing and equa l i za t i on  
concepts are the  two most common means o f  s t a t e  support. 
The p r o v i s i o n  o f  f l a t  grants can be based on a s p e c i f i c  d o l l a r  
amount per  weighted p u p i l  i n  average d a i l y  attendance (ADA); per  
p u p i l s  i n  average d a i l y  membership (ADM); per teacher u n i t ;  o r  on the  
bas i s  o f  the  square footage i n  the  school bu i l d ing .  For example, 
Indiana a l l o c a t e s  $40.00 pe r  p u p i l  i n  ADA, wh i l e  Alabama provides 
$64.07 per  teacher u n i t  f o r  c a p i t a l  ou t l ay  programs. 
States which prov ide  loans t o  l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s  u s u a l l y  do 
so a t  low o r  no i n t e r e s t  rates.  North Carol ina makes loans a t  a  rnaxi- 
mum annual i n t e r e s t  r a t e  o f  s i x  percent. 
Equa l iza t ion  formulae vary  by s ta te .  One formula may i n v o l v e  
t h e  s t a t e  prov id ing  f i n a n c i a l  ass is tance beyond a c e r t a i n  l e v e l  o f  
1  ocal  e f f o r t '  up t o  a guaranteed amount pe r  m i l 1 per  pupi  1. For 
example, New Mexico bases i t s  a i d  on t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between l o c a l  
p roper ty  tax  revenue r a i s e d  from a  maximum l e v y  o f  two m i l l s  and an 
amount equal t o  the  ADM of a  d i s t r i c t  m u l t i p l i e d  by $35.00. A d i f f e r -
e n t  concept o f  e q u a l i z a t i o n  i s  found i n  I l l i n o i s ,  where the  s t a t e  
ass is tance i s  equal t o  t he  approved p r o j e c t  c o s t  m u l t i p l  i e d  by the  
d i s t r i c t ' s  ' 'grant index". The "grant  index"  i s  equal t o  one minus t h e  
r a t i o  o f  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  equal ized assessed va lua t i on  per p u p i l  i n  
weighted average d a i l y  attendance (ADA) t o  t h e  equalized assessed 
v a l u a t i o n  per  p u p i l  i n  weighted ADA o f  t he  d i s t r i c t  loca ted  a t  t h e  
90th p e r c e n t i l e  f o r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  o f  the  same type. The minimum 
"g ran t  index" i s  20 percent  and the  maximum i s  70 percent  o f  t h e  
p r o j e c t  cost.  
Summary Table o f  S ta te  Assistance 
Tab1 e  1I sumnarizes the  pr imary means o f  s t a t e  support t o  l o c a l  
school d i s t r i c t s  f o r  c a p i t a l  o u t l a y  programs f o r  a l l  50 states,  and 
shows t h e  t o t a l  amount o f  d o l l a r s  per  p u p i l  i n  ADA spent on such pro- 
qrams du r ing  the 1978-79 school year. Colorado i s  one o f  16 s ta tes  
which prov ide  no s t a t e  support  f o r  c a p i t a l  o u t l a y  programs. 
State Support f o r  Capi ta l  

Out1 ay Prowarns , 1Wq 

State/Local 
F u l l  State Sharing - No State 
Fundi ng Percentage Basls R a t  Grant -Loans Equal izat ion Support 
F lo r lda  - $ 58.11 Alaska -9547.88 A1 a bama - $42.38 North Carol ina- I l l i n o i s  - $ 5.38 Arizona 
Hawaii - Not Connecticut - 34.44 Georgia - Not Avai lable Not Avai lable Massachusetts - 104.52 Arkansas 
Avai 1 able Delaware - 192.94 Indiana - 40.54 Michigan - 11.43 Ca l i f o rn ia  
Maryland - 182.80 	 Maine - 62.40 Kentucky - 94.13 141 nnesota - 0,40 Colorado 
Missouri - 2.95 Mississippi - 19.28 New Jersey - 57.05 Idaho 
New Hampshire - 32.20* South Carol lna - 21.88 New Mexico - 24-87 iowa 
North Dakota - Not Avai lable V i r g i n i a  - Not Avai lable New York - 80.34 Kansas 
Pennsylvania - 88.58 West V i rg i n i a  - Not Avai lable Rhode Is land - Louisiana 
Tennessee - 33-02 Not Avai lable Montana 
Vermont - 47.19 Utah - 38.36 Nebraska 
Wisconsin - N o t A v a i l a b l e  Washington - 118.93 Nevada 
Wyoml ng - 63.00 	 Ohi0 




* 1977-78 school year 
SOURCE: 	 States categorized according t o  information provided by the  Education Coimlission of the  States, and by 
s ta tu te  research. 
Dollars per ADA figures based upon f inanc ia l  information provided by the  U.S. O f f i c e  of Education, and 

ADA figures provided by the National Education Association. 

H i s t o r y  o f  Colorado L e g i s l a t i o n  on Cap i ta l  Construct ion Fund Equal iza- 
t i o n  Programs 
Since enactment o f  t he  "1973 Publ i c  School Finance Act", seven 
b i l l s  have been int roduced i n  the  Colorado General Assembly which ad- 
dressed the  quest ion o f  equal i z i n g  c a p i t a l  cons t ruc t i on  programs. 
None have been enacted i n t o  law. Four were considered i n  1973, two i n  
1975, and one i n  1979. 
1i.B. 1035 (1973 Session) author ized the  s t a t e  Board o f  Land 
Commissioners t o  con t rac t  w i t h  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  guarantee payment 
o f  the  p r i n c i p a l  and i n t e r e s t  on the  d i s t r i c t ' s  bonded indebtedness. 
I f  t h e  d i s t r i c t  were t o  d e f a u l t  on payment, the  board would be re -
q u i r e d  t o  loan funds from the  p u b l i c  school permanent funds t o  the  
d i s t r i c t  f o r  payment o f  the  bonded indebtedness. Any such loan would 
be requ i red  t o  be repa id  dur ing  the  next  f i s c a l  year. 
H.B. 1189 (1973 Session) created a  S ta te  Debt Service Fund, and 
e n t i t l e d  each e l i g i b l e  school d i s t r i c t  t o  rece i ve  an amount equal t o  
25 percent  o f  the d i s t r i c t ' s  bond redemption fund expenditures f o r  
debt se rv i ce  dur ing  the  preceding f i s c a l  year  m u l t i p l i e d  by the  e l i g i -  
b i l i t y  index o f  t h e  d i s t r i c t  ( t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  index i s  equal t o  t h e  
assessed va lua t i on  per  p u p i l  o f  the  s t a t e  d i v i d e d  by the  assessed 
v a l u a t i o n  per  p u p i l -  o f  t he  d i s t r i c t ) .  In no case, however, cou ld  t h i s  
s t a t e  a i d  amount t o  more than 50 percent o f  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  expendi- 
t u r e s  f o r  debt serv ice  du r ing  the  preceding f i s c a l  year. 
H.B. 1336 (1973 Session) created a  S ta te  Pub l i c  School Cap i ta l  
Reserve Fund t o  be made up o f  moneys from a  two mi11 l e v y  on a l l  tax-
a b l e  proper ty  i n  the  s ta te .  Each d i s t r i c t  would rece ive  an amount 
equal t o  the  p ropo r t i on  i t s  average d a i l y  attendance en t i t l emen t  i s  o f  
t h e  s t a t e ' s  ADAE. 
H.B. 1361 (1973 Session) created a  Publ i c  School Cap i ta l  Con- 
s t r u c t i o n  Equa l iza t ion  Fund made up o f  moneys r a i s e d  by a  th ree  per-
cent  increase i n  t he  corpora te  income tax.  Each school d i s t r i c t  would 
be e n t i t l e d  t o  rece ive  an amount equal t o  25 percent  o f  t he  d i s t r i c t ' s  
bond redemption fund expenditures f o r  debt se rv i ce  du r inq  t h e  pre- 
ceding f i s c a l  year  mu1 t i p 1  i e d  by the  d i s t r i c t ' s  equa l i za t i on  q u o t i e n t  
f o r  t he  purpose o f  debt  re t i r emen t  ( t h e  e q u a l i z a t i o n  quo t i en t  i s  equal 
t o  t he  assessed v a l u a t i o n  per  p u p i l  o f  t h e  s t a t e  d i v ided  by t h e  
assessed va lua t i on  per  p u p i l  o f  t h e  d i s t r i c t ) .  The amount o f  s t a t e  
a i d  cou ld  n o t  exceed 80 percent  o f  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  expenditures f o r  
debt  se rv i ce  dur ing the  preceding f i s c a l  year. Any unexpended bal  ance 
remaining I n  the  fund a t  the  end o f  the f i s c a l  year  cou ld  be disbursed 
t o  e l i g i b l e  school d i s t r i c t s  f o r  t h e  purpose o f  cons t ruc t i ng  school 
f a c i l i t i e s .  The State Board o f  Education would be requ i red  t o  approve 
any p r o j e c t s  rece i v ing  s t a t e  a id.  
S.B. 23 (1975 Session) created a c a p i t a l  reserve fund equal iza-  
t i o n  program f o r  school d i s t r i c t s .  Beginning January 1, 1976, each 
d i s t r i c t  would have been e n t i t l e d  t o  rece i ve  c a p i t a l  reserve fund 
equa l i za t i on  support equal t o  i t s  general fund equal i z a t i o n  support 
f o r  each m i 11 l e v i e d  f o r  c a p i t a l  cons t ruc t i on  purposes. 
H.B. 1433 (1975 Session1 was the  same b i l l  as H.B. 1361 i n  1973 
(see above). 
t i .  1565 (1979 Session), i n  par t ,  es tab l ished new equa l i za t i on  
programs f o r  school d i s t r i c t  c a p i t a l  reserve funds and bond redemption 
funds beginning January 1, 1980. The equal i z a t i o n  support l eve l s '  f o r  
both funds would be the  same as t h e  general fund equal i z a t i o n  support 
l e v e l .  The s t a t e  would guarantee t h a t  each d i s t r i c t  would be ab le  t o  
r a i s e  the  same amount per  m i l l  per p u p i l  as every o the r  d i s t r i c t .  The 
s t a t e  share o f  the  equa l i za t i on  support would be the  d i f f e r e n c e  
between the  s t a t e  guarantee and the amount each d i s t r i c t  cou ld  r a i s e  
from the  l o c a l  p rope r t y  tax. I f  a d i s t r i c t  cou ld  fund the  e n t i r e  
amount o f  the  s t a t e  guarantee from the  p rope r t y  tax, i t  would rece i ve  
no s t a t e  aid. 
Committee Considerat ions 
Committee Testimony 
In response t o  t h e  concern over  t he  r i s i n g  cos t  f o r  c a p i t a l  
cons t ruc t ion  and the  d i f f i c u l t y  low weal th d i s t r i c t s  encounter i n  
at tempt ing t o  f inance new bu i l d ings  o r  improve present s t ruc tures ,  t h e  
comnittee heard test imony concerning the  equa l i za t i on  o f  bond redemp- 
t i o n  funds and the  l o c a l  bonded debt l i n l i t a t i o n .  The test imony i n d i -
cated t h a t  most school d i s t r i c t s  would r a t h e r  l e v y  f o u r  m i l l s  f o r  t he  
c a p i t a l  reserve fund than issue bonds. The Colorado Associat ion o f  
School Executives (CASE) expressed support o f  s t a t e  ass1 stance i n  cap- 
it a l  cons t ruc t i on  by es tab l  i s h i n g  a Cap1 t a l  Reserve Equal i z a t i o n  Sup- 
p o r t  Fund from which each d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  be e n t i t l e d  t o  cap i ta1  
reserve equa l i za t i on  support. 
Testimony regarding the  20 percent debt  l i m i t a t i o n  p resen t l y  i n  
e f f e c t  suggested t h a t  r a t h e r  than p lac ing  the  20 percent 1 i m i t a t i o n  on 
assessed va lua t i on  ( A V )  alone, the  1i m i t a t i o n  cou ld  a l so  address a 
d i s t r i c t ' s  bond redemption fund equa l i za t i on  l e v e l .  For example, i f  a 
d i s t r i c t ' s  AV i s  $30,000,000 and i t  attendance en t i t l emen t  (AE)  i s  
2,000, the  d i s t r i c t  can r a i s e  $15.00 per m i l l  per  p u p i l  and i t s  debt  
l i m i t a t i o n  under the  c u r r e n t  law would be $6,000,000 (20 percent o f  
AV). 
However, i f  the  bond redemption fund i s  equal ized a t  $30.00 per  
m i l 1 per  pup i l ,  and the  $30.00 equa l i za t i on  l e v e l  i s  m t r l t i p l  fed  by the  
d i s t r i c t ' s  AE (2,000), t he  d i s t r i c t  can, i n  e f f e c t ,  r a i s e  $60,000 per  
m i l l .  This g ives the  d i s t r i c t  a revenue r a i s i n q  capac i ty  which i s  
equ iva len t  t o  a $60,000,000 AV. I f  the  20 percent  l i m i t a t i o n  i s  
app l ied  t o  the  equ iva len t  o r  "equal ized tax  base", t he  debt l i m i t a t i o n  
is increased t o  $12,000,000 (20 percent o f  equal ized AV). 
A1 t e r n a t i v e s  Inves t iga ted  
Durinq the  e a r l y  phases o f  t he  in te r im,  e i g h t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  con-
ce rn ing  s t a t e  ass is tance f o r  c a p l t a l  cons t ruc t i on  were examined by the  
commi t t ee .  Six  o f  these a1 t e r n a t l  ves were d i r e c t e d  a t  equal i z i  nq the  
c a p l t a l  reserve fund and two were d i r e c t e d  a t  equa l iz lnq  the  bond 
redemption fund. Table I 1 1  below compares these a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  terms 
o f  t he  s p e c i f i e d  equa l i za t i on  l e v e l ,  the number o f  n i i l l s  equalized, 
s t a t e  cos ts  i f  implemented i n  1980, and t h e  number o f  d i s t r i c t s  which 
would rece i ve  s t a t e  assistance. Each a1 t e r n a t i v e  was conlyuted f o r  a1 1  
181 school d i s t r i c t s ,  
For a l l  s i x  c a p l t a l  reserve fund a l t e r n a t i v e s  there  was no min- 
imum amount o f  s t a t e  e q u a l i z a t i o n  es tab l ished and 1979 ac tua l  m i l l  
l e v i e s  were used. For t h e  two bond redemption a l t e rna t i ves ,  1979 m i l l  
l e v i e s  were app l ied  t o  1980 assessed v a l u a t i o n  est imates. The m i l l  
l e v i e s  were then reduced t o  qenerate the  same amount o f  revenue 
u t i l i z i n g  the  equal ized m i l l  assumption. 
Because c a p i t a l  reserve  fund m i l l  l ev ies ,  revenues necessary 
f o r  bond payments, and f u t u r e  passaqe o f  bond issues are  i tems which 
must be est imated i n  o rder  t o  p r o j e c t  the  c o s t  o f  equa l i za t i on  a l t e r  
na t ives ,  and because the  e r r o r  o f  such est imates i s  increased by t h e  
l e n g t h  o f  t ime they a re  p ro jec ted  i n t o  the  fu tu re ,  the  cos t  est imates 
f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a1 t e r n a t i v e s  were pro jec ted  f o r  budqet year 1980. 
The 1980 est imates were intended t o  p rov ide  "ba l l pa rk "  cos t  f i q u r e s  
f o r  t h e  a1 te rna t l ves  requested. 
TABLE I 1 1  
Capi ta l  Construct ion Equal i z a t i o n  A1 t e r n a t i v e s  
(1 
Fund 
A l t e r n a t i v e  
( 2 )  
Equa l i za t i on  
( 3  
Number 
o f  M i l l s  
( 4 )  
S ta te  Costs 
( 5 )  
Number o f  
D i s t r i c t s  
Number Level Equal ized f o r  1980 Assis ted 
Cap i ta l  Reserve 
1 $45.85 4 $50,946,000 141 
2 $45.85 2 $25,629,000 141 
3 $23.18 4 $ 8,425,000 81 
4 $25.00 4 $11,165,000 91 
5 $30.00 4 $19,611,000 110 
6 $35.00 4 $28,394,000 121 
Bond Redemption 
1 $45.85 a l l  $36,534,000 121 
2 $23.18 a1 1  $11,958,000 74 
Equal i z a t i o n  l e v e l s  spec i f i ed  i n  c a p i t a l  reserve fund a1 terna-  
t l v e s  1  and 2  represent  the  general equa l i za t i on  l e v e l s  f o r  1980. The 
c a p i t a l  reserve fund a1 t e r n a t i v e  3 equa l i za t i on  l e v e l  i s  t he  s t a t e  
average l o c a l  p rope r t y  weal t h  per  m i 11 per p u p i l  f o r  1980. Capi ta1  
reserve a l t e r n a t i v e s  4, 5, and 6 equa l i za t i on  l e v e l s  r e f l e c t  the cos ts  
necessary t o  increase the  c a p i t a l  reserve fund equal i z a t i o n  l e v e l  i n  
$5.00 increments f o r  1980. 
Bond redemption fund a l t e r n a t i v e s  1  and 2 s p e c i f y  equa l i za t i on  
l e v e l s  corresponding t o  the  1980 general equal i z a t i o n  l e v e l  and s t a t e  
average proper ty  weal t h  per  m i 11 per p u p i l  1  eve1 respec t i ve l y .  
For the  f i n a l  meeting the  commi t t e e  s e l  ected th ree  capi t a l  
reserve and bond redemption fund equa l i za t i on  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  f u r t h e r  
scru t iny .  
Table I V  compares the  s i g n i f i c a n t  fea tures  o f  a1 t e rna t i ves  con-
sidered, and t h e  calendar year 1981 and 1982 cos ts  t o  the s t a t e  under 
p rov is ions  o f  each a l t e r n a t i v e .  
TABLE I V  
F ina l  Cap i ta l  Construct ion Equal i z a t i o n  A 1  t e rna t i ves  
( 3 )
No. o f  
M i l l s  ( 5 )  
(1  (2 )  Equal- No. o f  
Fund Equaliz a t i o n  ized-- (4 )  Dists .  
Level Both S ta te  Costs Assis ted 
A1 ternat ive -1  981 - Years -1981 1  982 'n i  '821982 - --
Capi t a l  
Reserve 
A $49.57 $53.25 2 $27,950,560 $30,121,870 141 140 
B $24.77 $26.48 4 $ 8,919,563 $ 9,547,995 82 86 
C $30.00 $30.00 4 $17,431,667 $15,131,556 100 99 
Bond 
Redemption 
A $49.57 $53.25 2 $25,221,349 $28,433,417 123 119 
B $24.77 $26.48 a l l  $12,629,166 $13,415,641 76 80 







Equa l iza t ion  l e v e l s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  A r e f l e c t  t h e  gen- 
e r a l  equal iza t i on  l e v e l  necessary t o  stab1 1  ize the  statewide average 
m i l l  l e v y  f o r  each year. A l t e r n a t i v e  U equa l i za t i on  l e v e l s  represent  
t h e  p ro jec ted  s t a t e  average l o c a l  per  rill1 1  per  p u p i l  p roper ty  wea l th  
f o r  each year. A1 t e r n a t i v e  C r e f l e c t s  t h e  s t a t e  cos t  which would 
r e s u l t  from e s t a b l i s h i n q  the  equa l i za t i on  l e v e l  a t  $30.00 per m i l l  per  
p u p i l  f o r  bo th  years. 
The f i n a l  committee proposal, t o  equa l ize  up t o  four m i l l s  o f  
t h e  c a p i t a l  reserve fund and each m i l l  l e v i e d  f o r  the  bond redemption 
fund a t  $30.00 per m i l 1  per  p u p i l  was adopted by the  committee and 
inc luded as a  p rov i s ion  o f  B i l l  31. A d i s t r i c t  by d i s t r i c t  s imu la t i on  
o f  t he  committee's recommendation i s  inc luded i n  Appendix 0 .  
TRANSPORTATION FUNDING 
Current  Ac t  -- Backqround 
Prov is ions  o f  t he  Current  Act 
I n  1975, the  General Assembly amended the  Pub l ic  School Trans- 
p o r t a t i o n  Fund, which had been p rev ious l y  es tab l ished t o  "... f u r n i s h  
f i n a n c i a l  a i d  t o  school d i s t r i c t s  o f  the  s t a t e  f o r  the  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
o f  pupils...". The amendment spec i f ied  t h a t  the  s t a t e  share o f  t rans-  
p o r t a t i o n  opera t inq  expenditures would be twenty-seven cents f o r  each 
m i l e  t rave led  and twenty percent  o f  any amount o f  operat inq expendi- 
t u res  t h a t  exceeded t h e  school d i  s t r i c t ' s  m i 1  ease reimbursement 
en t i t lement ,  However, t he  t o t a l  reimbursement e n t i  tl ement cou ld  n o t  
exceed n i n e t y  percent o f  t he  t o t a l  amount o f  opera t inq  cos ts  f o r  p u p i l  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  i n  the  d i s t r i c t .  The en t i t l emen t  pe r iod  i s  t he  twelve 
month pe r iod  ending t h e  June 30 p r i o r  t o  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  
f o r  t ra r l spo r ta t i on  a id .  
l l i l e s  t raveled.  On o r  be fore  August 15 o f  each year, t he  l o c a l  
board o f  educat ion i s  requ i red  t o  c e r t i f y  t o  t he  S ta te  Board o f  Educa- 
t i o n  the  number o f  m i l es  t r a v e l e d  by i t s  veh ic les  enqaqed i n  p u p i l  
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  dur ing  the  en t i t l emen t  per iod.  The d i s t r i c t  i s  then 
e n t i t l e d  t o  rece ive  twenty-seven cents per  m i l e  i n  s t a t e  a id.  
Current opera t ing  expense. Local d i s t r i c t  t o t a l  cu r ren t  oper-
a t i n q  expenses f o r  p u p i l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  are  de f ined t o  inc lude:  motor 
f u e l  and o i l  ; maintenance and r e p a i r  of vehic les,  equipment and f a c i l -  
i t i e s ;  costs o f  employment f o r  d r i ve rs ,  superv isory,  and support ser-
v i ces  personnel; insurance; cont rac ted  serv ices;  and reimbursements t o  
pupi 1  s  u t i l i z i n g  pub1 i c  t ranspor ta t i on .  These expenses are  c e r t i f i e d  
t o  the  s t a t e  board by t h e  l o c a l  board on o r  be fore  Auqust 15 of each 
year .  
Other p rov is ions .  The law f u r t h e r  provides tha t :  
--	 t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  expenses f o r  spec ia l  educat ion and voca-
t i o n a l  educat ion programs f o r  which t h e  d i s t r i c t  i s  
a l ready r e c e i v i n g  s t a t e  funds a re  n o t  t o  be inc luded i n  
the  d i s t r i c t s  cu r ren t  opera t ing  expenditure fo r  p u p i l  
t ranspor ta t ion ;  
--	 i f  a d i s t r i c t  pays a boardinq allowance f o r  a p u p i l  t o  
res ide  c l o s e r  t o  h i s  school o f  attendance than h i s  usual 
residence, the d i s t r i c t  i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  rece ive  a one 
do1 l a r  per  day s t a t e  reimbursement; and 
--	 I f  the  General Assembly does n o t  appropr ia te  s u f f i c i e n t  
amounts t o  f u l l y  fund a l l  d i s t r i c t  reimbr~rsement 
en t i t lements ,  amounts pa id  t o  each d i s t r i c t  are t o  be pro- 
rated. 
General Fund Expenditures f o r  Pup11 Transportat  i o n  
General fund expenditures fo r  pupi1 t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  account f o r  
99.5 percent o f  t o t a l  school d i s t r i c t  budgeted expendl t u res  from a11 
funding sources f o r  p u p i l  t ranspor ta t ion .  Table V shows the  compo-
nents o f  s tatewide general fund t r a n s p o r t a t l o n  budgeted expenditures 
f o r  budget year 3978: 
TABLE V 
1978 Statewide General Fund Budgeted Expendi tu res  
f o r  Pup i l  T ranspor ta t ion  
Object 	 Amount % of To ta l  
Sa lar ies  $19,732,638 55 .5% 

Benefit s  2,670,945 7.5 

Purchased Serv i  ces 4,045,511 11.4 

Suppl i es /Ma te r i a l  s  6,393,078 18.0 

Capi ta l  Out1 ay 2,248,464 6.3 

Other Expenses 439,198 1.2 

Transfers 10,381 0.1 

TOTAL 	 $35,540,215 100.0% 
The comnit tee expressed concern over  the  increas ing  c o s t  o f  
t r anspor t i ng  pup i ls ,  especl a1 l y  because o f  t h e  increase i n  motor f u e l  
costs. From A p r i l  o f  1978 t o  A p r i l  o f  1979, t he  r e t a i l  p r i c e  o f  gaso- 
l i n e  (exc luding taxes)  increased from 51.2 cents per g a l l o n  t o  77.2 
cents per gal lon,  an increase o f  51 percent. Increases i n  d iese l  f u e l  
p r i ces  from March, 1978 t o  March, 1979 increased a t  approximately 21 
percent.  Because the  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  forn~rrla Is based upon p r i o r  year 
expenditures, these increases are  n o t  compensated f o r  by s t a t e  a i d  
u n t i l  several months a f t e r  t h e i r  incurrence by l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s .  
Ana lys is  o f  Statewide Transpor ta t ion  Data 
An ana lys i s  o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  data s ince  the  cu r ren t  formula 
was enacted i n  1975 concluded t h a t  from 1976 t o  1979: t o t a l  m i l e s  
t r a v e l e d  have increased n e a r l y  5 percent; pupi1s t ransported have 
dec l i ned  nea r l y  10 percent;  cos ts  f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  have increased 
over  25 percent; and the  s t a t e  share o f  t o t a l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  costs has 
decreased from 50.2 percent  t o  48.0 percent. 
Table V I  i s  a compi la t ion  o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  data from 1976 
through 1979. 
M i l e s T r a v e l e d  
Pupi 1 s 
Transported 
To ta l  Cost 
Reimbursement 
Claim 
S t a t e  Payment 
S ta te  Prora t ion  
S t a t e  Payment as 
% o f  To ta l  Cost 
Average Cost 
per  M i l e  
Reimbursement 
Claim per  M i l e  
S ta te  Payment 
per  M i l e  
TABLE V I  

Statewide Transpor ta t ion  Data 



























Analysis o f  the  S ta te  Share o f  Tota l  Transpor ta t ion  Costs 
The committee a l s o  reviewed the  t rend  o f  the  s t a t e ' s  share o f  
t he  school d i s t r i c t s  t o t a l  t r anspor ta t i on  cos ts  s ince the  adopt ion o f  
t he  cu r ren t  formula. Under the  cu r ren t  act,  t he  s t a t e ' s  share o f  t he  
t o t a l  cos t  o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  i s  based upon the  reimbursement c la im  o f  
t h e  l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s .  The reimbursement c la im  i s  based upon the  
t ranspor ta t i on  formula. Once the  reimbursement c la im  i s  es tah l  ished, 
the  s t a t e  determines i t s  appropr ia t ion .  Theore t i ca l l y ,  the  s t a t e  
share o f  t o t a l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  cost  i s  the  amount o f  the  reimbursement 
claim. However, the  s t a t e  has never f u l l y  funded the  t ranspor ta t i on  
act .  The amount funded has f luc tua ted from a  low o f  92 percent o f  t he  
reimbursement c la im  i n  1978 t o  a  h iqh of 99 percent  i n  1979. 
I f  the s t a t e  would have f u l l y  funded the  reimbursement c la ims 
i n  those years, the  s t a t e  share o f  t o t a l  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  cos ts  would 
have decreased from 51.3 percent i n  1978 t o  48.4 percent i n  1979. 
Therefore, the  d e c l i n e  i n  amount o f  the s t a t e  share i s  no t  based on 
f u l l y  funding the  act ,  b u t  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  the  amount the  school d i s -
t r i c t  can c la im  as reimbursements because o f  the  t ranspor ta t i on  f o r -
mula. Since the t ranspora t i on  formula has remained constant bu t  cos ts  
have been increasing,  the  s t a t e  share has been decreasing as a  per- 
centage o f  t o t a l  c o s t  over t he  past f o u r  years. 
A1 te rna t i ves  Considered 
To remedy the  increas ing  burden on l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s  imposed by 
r a p i d l y  increasi ng t ranspor ta t i on  costs, a1 t e r n a t i  ve t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
formulas were considered by the  cornmi t t ee .  The formulas, and t h e i r  
p ro jec ted  l~npacts  on the  s t a t e  share o f  t o t a l  t r anspor ta t i on  costs, 
a re  tabulated below: 
TABLE V I I  
Formul as 
S ta te  Share Tota l  Cost S ta te  Share Tota l  Cost 
M i 1  eage/Percent : 
30d and 30% $18,711,880 54.5% $20,053,459 51.8% 
35# and 35% 21,153,386 61.6 22,666,530 58.5 
40$ and 25% 20,606,132 60.0 21,705,253 56.0 
406 and 30% 21,519,103 G2.7 22,837,649 59.0 
The Department o f  Education explained t h a t  var ious c o s t  per  

m i l e  values e f f e c t  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  ways depending on the 

s i z e  and environment o f  t he  d i s t r i c t .  The Department provided Charts 

I 1  and I 1 1  t o  the committee i l l u s t r a t i n g  the  var iance o f  t ranspor ta - 

t i o n  cos t  per  m i l e  across t h e  state.  The c h a r t s  con t ras t  c o s t  per  

m i l e  based on (1 )  d i s t r i c t  environment: urban, suburban, i s o l a t e d  

c i t y ,  r u r a l  mountainous, and r u r a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l ;  and ( 2 )  s ize :  s i x  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  from l e s s  than 300 t o  over 25,000 p u p i l s  per d i s t r i c t .  

CHART I 1  
Cost Per M i l e  Data f o r  F ive  School D i s t r i c t  Set t inqs  
Over Three School Years 
Cost  Per Rural R u.ra1 Isolated ' S t a t e  



















1976-1 977 $0.439 $0.566 $0.618 $0.937 $0.806 $0.511 
4 
7 977- 78 . 0.496 0.677 0.680 0.984 0.858 0.673 
...mmmm..m 
1978-79 0.543 0.779 0.774, 1 . I21  0.446 0.686 
I
CHART I I 1  
Cost Per M i l e  Data Across S l x  School D i s t r i c t  

Enro l lment  Sizes Over Three School Years 

Rural and i s o l a t e d  c i t y  school d i s t r i c t s  have lower school 
t ranspor ta t i on  opera t ing  expend4 tu res  i n  terms o f  cost/mi l e  than do 
the  l a r g e r  urban and suburban d i s t r i c t s .  Therefore, an increase, by 
s ta tu te ,  i n  cos t /m i l e  reimbursement p o t e n t i a l l y  b e n e f i t s  r u r a l  and 
is01 ated c i t y  school d i s t r i c t s  more than suburban o r  urban d i s t r i c t s .  
Conversely, an increase i n  t he  "percentaqe of excess f a c t o r "  poten-
t i a l l y  b e n e f i t s  urban and suburban d i s t r i c t s  r e l a t i v e l y  more than i so -  
l a t e d  c i t y  and r u r a l  d i s t r i c t s .  
Recomrnendation 
A f t e r  examining the  proposed a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  and hear ing p u b l i c  
test imony from the  Colorado Associat ion o f  School Boards, the commit- 
t e e  adopted 406 per m i l e  t r a v e l e d  and 25 percent  o f  excess as the  new 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  formula. The o the r  p rov i s ions  o f  t he  cu r ren t  t rans-  
p o r t a t i o n  a c t  remain the  same. The committee recommendation on t rans-  
p o r t a t i o n  i s  inc luded i n  B i l l  31. 
Exam le .  Under the  proposed t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  formula, i f  a d i s -+t r i c t  c e r t i  l e d  t o  the  Sta te  Board o f  Education, a  t o t a l  mi leage o f  
100,000 m i les  and a  t o t a l  c u r r e n t  expense o f  $80,000, the d i s t r i c t ' s  
s t a t e  reimbursement e n t i t l e m e n t  would be ca l cu la ted  as fo l lows:  
100,000 mi les  a t  40$ per  m i l e  = $40,000 
Current operat ing expense = 83,000 
Operating expense i n  excess o f  4 0 t  per  m i l e  = 40,000 
Times 25 percent  = 10,000 
400 mileage e n t i t l e m e n t  = 40,000 
Plus 25 percent o f  excess = 10,000 
Tota l  Reimbursement Ent i t lement  = $50,000 
Analysis.  The amount o f  s t a t e  reimbursement per  d i s t r i c t  under 
the  c u r r e n t  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  formula and the  proposed formula are com- 
pared i n  Appendix C u t i l i z i n g  the 1379 t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  en t i t l emen t  
pe r iod. 
OTHER ISSUES 
Durinq the  course o f  t he  i n t e r i m  a  v a r i e t y  o f  o the r  issues and 
cons idera t ions  were addressed by the  committee. These o ther  issues 
included: 1) accrual o f  sunmer pay f o r  teachers; 2 )  the  pro jec ted  s i z e  
o f  t he  s t a t e ' s  surp lus f o r  the  nex t  several years; and 3 )  the  c u r r e n t  
s ta tus  o f  school f inance l i t i g a t i o n  i n  t h e  Uni ted States and Colorado. 
Accrual o f  Summer Pav f o r  Teachers 
There appeared t o  be some confusion among school d i s t r i c t  
uperintendents throughout t he  s t a t e  regarding t h e  accrual  o f  s a l a r i e s  
f teachers who con t rac t  t o  teach f o r  n ine  months and request payment 
over  a twelve month period. The Sta te  Aud i to r ' s  O f f i c e  had recorn-
mended a new method o f  record inq  the  accrual  o f  such s a l a r i e s  so t h a t  
school d i s t r i c t s  would be i n  compl lance w i t h  genera l l y  accepted ac-
count ing  p r i nc ip les .  The Aud i to r ' s  O f f i c e  a1 so inc luded a fundinq 
scheme t o  e l  iminate any d e f i c i  t created by the  new record inq  method. 
Spec i f i ca l  l y  the Audi t o r ' s  recommendations were t h a t :  
(1 ) the l i a b i l i t y  o f  t he  accrued teacher s a l a r i e s  would 
be recorded i n  the  annual aud i ted  f i n a n c i a l  s ta te -
ments; and 
(2 )  	 an account would be created w i t h i n  t h e  fund balance 
e q u i t y  sec t i on  ( a d e f i c i t  account designated f o r  
teachers s a l a r i e s  t o  be f inanced from f u t u r e  reve-
nues over t he  nex t  three t o  f i v e  years as de ter -
mined by the  d i s t r i c t ) .  
The comnit tee rece ived testimony from the  Department o f  Educa- 
t i o n ,  the Aud i to r ' s  Of f ice,  t he  Colorado Associat ion o f  School Execu-
t i v e s  (CASE), and the  Colorado Associat ion o f  School Boards (CASB) 
concerning the issue. Budgeting the nea r l y  $90 m i l l i o n  f o r  accrued 
sa la r i es  seemed t o  be the  major p o i n t  o f  content ion  accordinq t o  the  
testimony. 
The committee supported the record ing  o f  accrued s a l a r i e s  b u t  
re jec ted  the  necess i ty  o f  budgeting the l i a b i l i t y  f o r  accrued s a l a r i e s  
by adopt ing the  f o l l o w i n g  motion: 
The Department o f  Education should n o t i f y  the  
school d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  they are  no t  requ i red  t o  fund o r  
budget the  l i a b i l i t y  f o r  accrued sa la r i es ,  bu t  t h a t  the  
accrued s a l a r i e s  should be recorded as a l i a b i l i t y  i n  
the  fund balance e q u i t y  sec t ion  o f  t he  d i s t r i c t ' s  f inan-
c i a l  statement. 
The committee sent  a l e t t e r  (see Appendix D) s t a t i n g  i t s  pos i -  
t i o n  t o  D r .  Ca lv in  Fraz ie r ,  Conirnissioner, Department o f  Education. 
Revenue Pro jec t ions  
The comrni t t e e  requested the  1 a t e s t  revenue p ro jec t i ons  from t h e  
O f f i c e  o f  S ta te  Planning and Budgeting (OSPB). The p ro jec t i ons  f o r  
f iscal years 1979-80 through 1983-84 were est imated by the  Governor' s  
Revenue Est imat ing Comni t t e e  i n  September, 1979. 
The f i g u r e s  regarding school f inance and tax  r e l i e f  expendi-
tu res  are based on the  f o l l o w i n g  assumptions: 
( 1 )  	 school f inance w i l l  cont inue t o  be based upon S.B. 25 w i t h  
a s t a b i l i z e d  statewide averaqe m l l l  levy;  and 
( 2 )  	 appropr ia t ions  from the general fund f o r  school f inance 
w i l l  cont inue t o  increase a t  7% w i t h  the remainder beinq 
appropr iated from proper ty  tax  r e l i e f  funds. 
The p r o j e c t i o n s  i n d i c a t e  surp lus  amounts o f  over  $200 m i l l  i o n  f o r  the  
nex t  t h ree  f i s c a l  years, over $500 mi 11 i o n  i n  1982-83 and over  $700 
m i l l i o n  by 1983-84. Table V I I I  shows the  general fund f i v e  year  over-
view. 
TABLE V I I I  
General Fund 5 Year Overview 
(S MILLIONS) 
1 979- 80 
Begi nning balance $ 293 
General Fund Revenues 1,473 
Less : 
1978 Tax Cuts 97 
1979 Tax Cuts 116 
Highways, Water, 
Pensions -52 
Net Revenues $1,208 
Revenue Sharing 26 
Expenditures Under 
7 Percent L i m i t  1,145 
School Finance and Tax 
Re1ie f  Expendi tu res  69 
To ta l  Expenditures $1,214 
Ending Balance -1/ 31 3 
4 Percent Reserve 49 
Balance Less Reserve $ 254 
-1/ I n c l  udes 4 percent  reserve. 
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Recent Developments i n  School Finance 
L i  t i c l a t i on  
As a  general background against  which t o  r e f i n e  i t s  recommenda- 
t i o n s  the  committee examined recent  developments i n  school f inance 
l i t i g a t i o n  as embodied i n  decis ions from cou r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  i n  t he  
Uni ted States, I n  add i t i on ,  the  comrni t t e e  revtewed the  Colorado Dis-
t r i c t  Court dec i s ion  i n  Lujan v. S ta te  Board o f  Education (decided 
March 13, 1979). 
Other State Decisions 
I n  S e a t t l e  School D i s t r i c t  No. 1 o f  Kinq County v. 
585 P . 2 d  71 (1978), t he  Supreme Court o f  Vashinq-
ton  a f f i rmed  the  t r i a l  c o u r t ' s  ho ld ing  t h a t  Washington's school 
f inance scheme v i o l a t e d  two prov is ions  o f  t h a t  s t a t e ' s  c o n s t i t u t i o n .  
The f i r s t  p rov i s ion  was sec t i on  1  of a r t i c l e  9 o f  t he  Washinqton con-
s t i t u t i o n ,  which reads: 
It i s  t he  paraniount duty o f  t he  s t a t e  t o  make ample 
p rov i s ion  f o r  t he  education o f  a1 1  c h i  l d r e n  r e s i d i n g  
w i t h i n  i t s  borders, w i thou t  d i s t i n c t i o n  o r  preference on 
account o f  race, co lo r ,  caste, o r  sex. 
I t  was a l so  a l leged t h a t  sec t i on  2 o f  a r t i c l e  9 was v io la ted :  
The l e g i s l a t u r e  s h a l l  p rov ide  f o r  a general and 
uni form system o f  pub1 i c  schools.. .. 
The Washington school f inance s t a t u t e  assured t h a t  an equal 
number o f  s t a t e  do1 l a r s  would be ava i l ab le  f o r  every "weighted" pup i l .  
The most s i g n i f i c a n t  we igh t ing  was f o r  s t a f f ,  based on c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  
education, and experience; thus, the  formula recognized h iqher  s a l a r y  
cos ts  and d i s t r i c t s  were ass is ted  i n  t h e i r  recru i tment  o f  s t a f f .  
Other weight ings were f o r  vocat ional  classes o f fe red ,  remote and 
necessary school s, smal l  h i g h  school s  , c h i  1  dren from tax-exempt homes 
o r  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and approved i n t e r d i s t r i c t  programs. 
In 1973, t he  funding mechanism had been subs tan t i a l  l y  rev ised.  
The a u t h o r i t y  o f  l o c a l  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  l e v y  proper ty  taxes was 
e l iminated.  Instead, p roper ty  taxes f o r  schools were l e v i e d  by the  
s t a t e  and were d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  school d i s t r i c t s  according t o  the  appor- 
t ionment formula r a t h e r  than according t o  the  d i s t r i c t  from which they 
were derived. Each d i s t r i c t ,  however, was assured o f  rece i v inq  an 
amount per  p u p i l  which was a t  l e a s t  95 percent  o f  the  amount per  
student received d u r i  nq t h e  precedi ng th ree  school years. 
The p a r t i c u l a r  o b j e c t  o f  the p l a i n t i f f s '  c o m p l a i n t  was the  sys-
tem o f  excess l ev ies .  Under the  Washington system, the  on ly  means o f  
r a i s i n g  revenues l o c a l l y  was by seckirlq vo te r  approval o f  a ~ l t l l t i o n a l  
p rope r t y  taxes a t  a  spec ia l  "excess 1  evy" e l e c t i o n .  A f t e r  dctcrrnininq 
t h a t  s t a t e  a i d  would n o t  be s u f f l c i e n t  f o r  the  d i s t r i c t  t o  f u l f i l l  i t s  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  the  S e a t t l e  d i s t r i c t  had souqht vo te r  approval by 
submi t t i ng  excess l e v y  proposals tw ice  i n  1375. Both were defeated. 
Since the  S e a t t l e  d i s t r i c t  was requ i red  t o  p rov ide  an educat ional pro-
gram which complied w i t h  s t a t e  s ta tu tes  and requ la t ions ,  and s ince  the  
d i s t r i c t s  be l ieved t h a t  t he  s t a t e  a i d  which i t  received would n o t  be 
s u f f i c i e n t  t o  prov ide such a  program, i t  i n s t i t u t e d  the  l a w s u i t  chal -  
l eng ing  t h e  f i nanc ing  system, and s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h e  r e l i a n c e  on excess 
l e v i e s .  
The Supreme Court f i r s t  concluded t h a t  t he  dec la ra tory  judgment 
procedure was a proper one and t h a t  the  S e a t t l e  school d i s t r i c t  had 
standing t o  b r i n g  the  s u i t .  Other p l a i n t i f f s ,  whose standing was n o t  
s e r i o u s l y  chal lenged, inc luded school c h i  1  dren and taxpayers. 
The hear t  o f  t h e  op in ion  i s  found i n  the  p o r t i o n  which i n t e r -  
p r e t s  a r t i c l e  9, sec t i on  1, o f  the  Washington c o n s t i t u t i o n .  The 
defendant s t a t e  argued t h a t  the  1  anquage reqard inq  the  "paramount 
du ty"  o f  the  s t a t e  t o  make "ample p rov i s ion "  f o r  educat ion was merely 
a preamble t o  the remaining sec t ions  o f  a r t i c l e  9, and t h a t  i t  had no 
subs tant ive  content o r  l e g a l  e f f e c t .  The Court disagreed, f i n d i n s  
t h a t  t h i s  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o v i s i o n  i s  unique among the  s ta tes  and t h a t  
i t s  imperat ive language must have been i n t e n t i o n a l l y  adopted. The 
defendants a l so  urged t h a t  the  "paramount dutyt '  under sec t ion  1  was t o  
p rov ide  the  "general and un i fo rm system" requ i red  by sec t ion  2. Again 
t h e  Court disagreed, saying t h a t  i f  the du ty  was s imply t o  p rov ide  a 
general and uni form system, t h e  words "ample prov is ion ' '  would n o t  have 
been necessary. Moreover, 
The duty  t o  make 'ample p rov i s ion ' ,  as opposed t o  merely 
p rov id ing  f o r  a  'general and un i fo rm'  school system, i s  
the  on1 instance i n  which our  c o n s t i t u t i o n  declares a 
spec& s t a t e  f u n c t i o n  t o  be a  'paramount du ty '  o f  the  
State. (Emphasis i n  o r i g i n a l )  585Pb2d, a t  85. 
Therefore, 
was h e l d  
sec t ion  1  and sec t i on  2 were d i f f e r e n t i a t e d ,  and sec t i on  
t o  e s t a b l i s h  an a f f i r n i a t i v e  du ty  which appears t o  be o f  
1 
a 
h igher  order  than the  comnand contained i n  sec t i on  2. 
The Court f u r t h e r  he ld  t h a t  the du ty  t o  make "ample p rov i s ion "  
f o r  educat ion was mandatory and created a j u d i  c i a 1l y  enforceable 
r i g h t .  This  r i g h t  was termed a "personal quarantee". Other such 
guarantees were freedom o f  speech, freedom o f  r e l i g i o n ,  en t i t l emen t  t o  
pub1 i c  t r i a l ,  and t h e  r i g h t  o f  an accr~sed t o  appear and defend i n  
person; the Court observed t h a t  these r i g h t s  have h i s t o r i c a l l y  been 
pro tec ted  by the  j u d i c i a r y .  The defendants' theory based on separa- 
t i o n  o f  powers was re jec ted ,  t he  Court concluding t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a -  
t i o n  and cons t ruc t ion  o f  sec t ions  1  and 2 were t r a d i t i o n a l  roles f o r  
t h e  j u d i c i a r y  and invo lved no l a c k  o f  respect  due a  coordinate branch 
o f  government. 
1 
The Court then proceeded t o  de f i ne  the  du ty  o f  the  s t a t e  cre-
a ted  by sec t ion  1. I t  regarded the d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  'ample", "prov i -
sion", and "education" as guide1 ines, bu t  i t  be1 ieved t h a t  sec t i on  
must be i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  accordance w i t h  the  demands o f  modern society .  
The Court s ta ted  t h a t  " the  S ta te ' s  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  du ty  goes beyond 
mere readinq, w r i t i n q ,  and ar i thmet ic . "  585 P.2d. a t  94. The Robinson 
v. C a h i l l  -standard, s l i g h t l y  modified, was endorsed: "The d  m 
embraces broad educat ional  oppor tun i t i es  needed i n  the  contemporary 
s e t t i n g  t o  equip our  c h i l d r e n  fo r  t h e i r  r o l e  as c i t i z e n s  as p o t e n t i a i  
competi tors i n  today's market as w e l l  as i n  t he  market place o f  
ideas." 585 P.2d, a t  94. , In sum, the  Court he ld  t h a t  the  e f f e c t i v e  
teaching and oppor tun i t i es  f o r  l ea rn ing  the  s k i l l s  necessary t o  com-
pete adequately i n  today 's  p o l i t i c a l  and economic system were the  -rnin-
-imum education requ i red  by the  Washington c o n s t i t u t i o n .  Moreover, as 
a  f i r s t  p r i o r i t y ,  sec t i on  1  requ i red  t h a t  f u l l y  s u f f i c i e n t  funds be 
made a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  "qeneral and un i fo rm system" o f  school which 
would prov ide t h i s  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  l y  guaranteed education. 
The Court he ld  t h a t  sec t ion  2 ' s  mandate o f  a  "qeneral and un i -
form system" was addressed t o  the  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  and the  l e g i s l a t u r e  
must g i v e  content  t o  the  term "education" w i t h i n  t h e  broad qu ide l ines  
a r t i c u l a t e d  above. The Court s p e c i f i c a l l y  noted t h a t  the  s t a t e  need 
no t  f u r n i s h  " t o t a l  educat ion" -- a l l  knowledge, o r  a l l  proqrarns -- b u t  
i s  ob l iged t o  p rov ide  a  basic  program o f  education.- f ac t ,  i n  1977, 
p r i o r  t o  the dec is ion  i n  t h i s  case, t he  l e g i s l a t u r e  had enacted a 
s t a t u t e  d e f i n i n g  a  basic  education; however, s ince  the t r i a l  c o u r t  had 
considered o n l y  t h e  pre-1977 system, the  Court f e l t  i t  should n o t  
o f f e r  an op in ion  on the  law under which the  s t a t e  was c u r r e n t l y  oper-
a t ing .  
The nex t  i ssue concerned the  funding o f  t h e  "basic program o f  
education". The Court observed t h a t  the  s ta te ,  i n  d ischarging i t s  
paramount duty, was n o t  1  i m i t ed  t o  the  sources o f  revenue mentioned i n  
the  s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  t h a t  i s ,  t he  ''cornon school fund" and school 
lands. Compliance w i t h  the  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  du ty  w i t h  regard t o  educa-
t i on ,  t he  Court held, cou ld  be had 
on ly  i f  s u f f i c i e n t  funds are derived, through dependable 
and r e g u l a r  t ax  sources, t o  permi t  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  
prov ide 'bas ic  educat ion '  throuqh a basic  proqram o f  
education i n  a 'general and-uniform system o f  p u b l i c  
schools. (Emphasis i n  o r i g i n a l )  585 P.2d, a t  97. 
The Court sought t o  f o r e s t a l l  the a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  these p r i n c i p l e s  t o  
o the r  s tatewide func t i ons  by s t a t i n q  t h a t  o n l y  educat ion I s  c o n s t i t u -  
t i o n a l l y  declared t o  be a "paramount duty".  
Since the p r o v i s i o n  o f  a  basic  educat ion had been found t o  be 
the  s t a t e ' s  paramount du ty  as a mat te r  o f  law, the  quest ion remained 
as t o  whether the  f a c t s  demonstrated t h a t  the  system o f  excess l e v y  
e lec t i ons  s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  duty. The c o u r t  c i t e d  several f a c t s  t o  sup- 
p o r t  i t s  conclus ion t h a t  r e l i a n c e  on excess l e v i e s  d i d  not  s a t i s f y  
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  requirements: ( 1 )  The p ropo r t i on  o f  maintenance and 
opera t i ng  costs f inanced by excess l e v i e s  had cons tan t l y  grown, from 
6.8% i n  1960 t o  25,6% i n  1974-75 statewide, and 37.7% i n  the  S e a t t l e  
d i s t r i c t  i n  1974-75; ( 2 )  I n  1975-76, 40% o f  the  p u p i l s  i n  Washinqton 
l l v e d  i n  d i s t r i c t s  were excess l e v y  proposals had faf led;  ( 3 )  The 
p l a i n t i f f  d i s t r i c t  was fo rced t o  reduce teaching s t a f f  and t o  c u t  back 
programs because o f  the  f a i l u r e  o f  excess l e v y  proposals; (1) The ac-
c r e d i t a t i o n  o f  one h iqh  school i n  the  d f s t r i c t  was placed on tes~yorary  
s ta tus ;  and ( 5 )  The S e a t t l e  d i s t r i c t  could n o t  adequately care f o r  i t s  
d e t e r i o r a t i n g  physical  p lan t .  The Court concluded t h a t  spec ia l  excess 
l e v i e s  c o n s t i t u t e d  a source o f  funds which was n e i t h e r  regu la r  nor  
dependable; moreover, t he  revenues ra i sed  thereby depended on t h e  
assessed va lua t i on  o f  p rope r t y  w i t h i n  t t ie d i s t r i c t .  Accordingly, the  
Court he ld  t h a t  specia l  excess l e v i e s  could o n l y  be used t o  fund an 
"enrichment program", somethi ng golng beyond the  basic  program re -  
qu i red  by the  c o n s t i t u t i o n .  
Since the t r i a l  c o u r t  had n o t  had a  l e g i s l a t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
"basic education" t o  use i n  t e s t i n g  whether t h e  revenues a v a i l a b l e  t o  
t h e  S e a t t l e  d i s t r i c t  were s u f f i c i e n t  t o  p rov ide  a  basic  education, t h e  
t r i a l  c o u r t  had formulated th ree  separate d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  i t s  own and 
had ca l cu la ted  the c o s t  o f  p rov id ing  each. The th ree  fo rmula t ions  
were: (1 )  The e x i s t i n g  requirements o f  s t a t e  s t a t u t e s  and regu la t ions ;  
( 2 )  S ta te  board o f  educat ion a c c r e d i t a t i o n  standards; and ( 3 )  The so-
c a l l e d  " c o l l e c t i v e  wisdom" approach, der ived from the  experience o f  
l o c a l  educators, school boards, and parents, and concentrat ing on 
s ta tewide averages f o r  s t a f f  deployment and nonsalary costs. A f t e r  
" c o s t i n g  ou t "  the  th ree  approaches, the t r i a l  c o u r t  concluded t h a t  
s t a t e  a i d  was n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  fund any o f  t he  three.  The Court 
endorsed both the t r i a l  c o u r t ' s  methodology and i t s  conclusion. 
The Court concluded i t s  op in ion  by p r o v i d i n g  t h a t  re1  i e f  would 
be prospect ive  on l y  and by a l low ing the  l e g i s l a t u r e  u n t i l  J u l y  1, 
1981, t o  comply w i t h  the  opin ion.  Because the  Court assumed t h a t  t he  
l e g i s l a t u r e  would comply, i t  reversed the  t r i a l  c o u r t ' s  r e t e n t i o n  o f  
j u r i s d i c t i o n  over the  case. 
F ive j u s t i c e s  concurred i n  t h e  m a j o r i t y  opin ion.  Jus t i ce  U t t e r  
f i l e d  a  concurr ing opin ion,  which i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  i n  t h a t  i t  po in t s  o u t  
t h a t  t h e  major i  ty  d i d  n o t  have t o  reach beyond i t s  ho ld ing  o f  
u n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y  and p resc r ibe  t h a t  the  s t a t e  was ob l i ga ted  t o  pro- 
v ide  a "basic education". J u s t i c e  U t t e r  would have he ld  (1) t h a t  t h e  
excess 1evy system was uncons t i t u t i ona l  because a  subs tan t i a l  p a r t  o f  
t h e  t o t a l  school budget cannot be made sub jec t  t o  l o c a l  veto; and ( 2 )  
t h a t  sec t ions  1  and 2 o f  a r t i c l e  9 "contemplate an educat ion system i n  
which, t o  t he  ex ten t  p r a c t i c a l  through statewide p lanning and f l nan -
c i a 1  support, each c h i l d  i s  a f fo rded an equal oppor tun i t y  t o  learn,  
regardless o f  d i f f e rences  i n  h i s  o r  her  f a m i l y  and comnunity 
resources." 585 Pm2d, a t  109. 
Three j u s t i c e s  dissented, arguing v iqo rous l y  t h a t  the  m a j o r i t y  
usurped the  l e g i s l a t i v e  func t i on ,  s u b s t i t u t i n g  i t s  judgment f o r  t h a t  
o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e  i n  dec id ing  what minimum educat ion should be pro-
vided. The d i ssen t  argued t h a t  the  m a j o r i t y  v i o l a t e d  the  doc t r i ne  o f  
separat ion o f  powers, t h a t  the controversy was n o t  j u s t i c i a b l e  due t o  
a l ack  o f  j u d i c i a l l y  manageable standards, and t h a t  there  was no case 
o r  controversy because the  r e a l  p a r t y  aqa ins t  whom r e l i e f  was 
demanded, the  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  could n o t  be sued. 
West V i r  i n i a .  I n  Pauley v. Ke l l y ,  W.VA. A. 2d 
decided y the  Supreme Court o f  West ~ i r q i f i a  26.on ~ ~ r u Z F v  19m: 
the  p l a i n t i f f s  were parents o f  f i v e  school c h i l d r e n  who attended ~ i n i  
co ln  county p u b l i c  schools. They f i l e d  an a c t i o n  i n  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  
seeking a dec la ra t i on  t h a t  the  West V i r g i n i a  school f inance system 
denied them a "thorough and e f f i c i e n t "  educat ion and denied them equal 
p ro tec t i on  of the  laws. No test imony was taken i n  t he  case, and the 
c i r c u i t  cou r t  based i t s  dec i s ion  on the  pleadings and o ther  documen-
t a r y  mater ia l .  Although f i nd ing  t h a t  L inco ln  county schools, compared 
t o  the  schools o f  f o u r  o the r  West V i r q i n i a  count ies, were "inade-
quate", the  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  he ld  t h a t  t h i s  d i d  n o t  j u s t i f y  a f l n d i n q  
t h a t  West V i r g i n i a  had n o t  es tab l ished a "thorouqh and e f f i c i e n t "  sys- 
tem o f  p u b l i c  schools because schools i n  o t h e r  count ies were arquably 
adequate, and found t h a t  no "suspect c lass"  was created by the  West 
V i r g i n i a  system. The c i r c u i t  cou r t  dismissed t h e  complaint and denied 
the p l a i n t i f f s '  mot ion f o r  summary judgment on the  grounds t h a t  t he  
p l a i n t i f f s  had n o t  presented f a c t s  showing the  poor L inco ln  county 
schools were a product o f  the  West V i r g i n i a  system. Notinq t h a t  t h i s  
may have been a s u f f i c i e n t  basis f o r  denyinq the  motion f o r  summary 
judgment, the  Supreme Court sa id t h i s  bas is  was no t  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  
d ismiss ing the  complaint and reversed the  c i r c u i t  cour t .  Then, 
because " s i g n i f i c a n t  and far- reaching p u b l i c  issues"  were involved, 
the  Court proposed c e r t a i n  gu ide l ines  f o r  t he  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  i n  t he  
c i r c u i t  c o u r t ' s  cons idera t ion  o f  the  case on remand. 
+
While no t i ng  t h a t  educat ion i s  a fundamental r i g h t  under the  
West V i r g i n i a  c o n s t i t u t i o n  and t h a t  the  West V i r q i n i a  school f inance 
system could be subjected t o  " s t r i c t  s c r u t i n y " ,  the  Court a l so  urged 
the  c i r c u i t  cou r t  t o  t e s t  the West V i r g i n i a  system o f  school f inance 
under the  West V i r g i n i a  educat ion clause which reads: 
The l e g i s l a t u r e  s h a l l  provide, by general law, f o r  a 
thorough and e f f i c i e n t  system o f  f r e e  schools. 
The Court then devoted a considerable p o r t i o n  o f  i t s  op in ion  t o  
a broad-ranging ana lys is  o f  "thorouqh and e f f i c i e n t "  education. A f t e r  
rev iewing the  educat ion clauses o f  o the r  s t a t e  cons t i t u t i ons ,  t h e  
Court found tha t ,  besides West V i rq in ia ,  f i f t e e n  o ther  c o n s t i t u t i o n s  
( i nc lud ing  Colorado's) requ i red  l e g i s l a t u r e s  t o  prov ide pub1 i c  school 
systems "o f  s p e c i f i e d  q u a l i t y " ,  as opposed t o  merely r e q u i r i n q  t h a t  
education systems be establ ished. The Court then reviewed the  cons t i -  
t u t i o n a l  convention debates on the educat ion clauses i n  \ lest  V i r g i n i a  
and Ohio and thoroughly reviewed the  cases which discussed the  meanlnq 
o f  "thorough and e f f i c i e n t " ,  "thorouqh", and " e f f i c i e n t " .  
The rev iew o f  t he  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  convent ion debates revealed 
t h a t  a l l  attempts t o  water down the  s t a t e ' s  o b l i q a t i o n  t o  prov ide a 
"thorouqh and e f f i c i e n t "  education were successful  l y  r e s i s t e d  and t h a t  
"excel lence was the qoal , r a t h e r  than mediocr i  t y " .  A review o f  t h e  
cases showed t h a t  educat ion clauses had been he ld  t o  be abso lu te l y  
mandatory on l e g i s l a t u r e s ,  t h a t  educat ion i s  a  s ta te ,  r a t h e r  than 
l o c a l ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  and t h a t  broad l e q l s l a t i v e  a u t h o r i t y  and d i s -
c r e t i o n  have been acknowledged. I n  fac t ,  an 1871 West V i r q i n i a  case 
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  the  j u d i c i a r y  should no t  s u b s t i t u t e  i t s  judgment f o r  
t h e  1  egis1 a tu re ' s  i n  determin ing thoroughness and e f f i c iency .  How-
ever, a f t e r  rev iewing the  r o l e s  p layed by the  supreme cour ts  o f  o the r  
s t a t e s  i n  considering education clauses, t h e  West V i r q i n i a  Supreme 
Court concluded tha t :  
LN]o c o u r t  has been h e s i t a n t  t o  a f f i r m  l e g i s l a t i o n ;  many 
have requ i red  s p e c i f i c  ac t i ons  by l o c a l  boards t o  b r i ng  
them t o  compliance w i t h  the  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  mandate; and 
l e g i s l a t i o n  has been declared uncons t i t u t i ona l  because 
i t  f a i l e d  the mandate. There i s  t h e r e f o r e  amply author- 
it y  t h a t  cour ts  w i l l  enforce c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  l y  mandated 
educat ion q u a l i t y  standards. 
A f t e r  rev iewing d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  "thorough", " e f f i c i e n t "  , and 
"educat ion" from dictionaries, cases, corrmentators, and c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  
debates, t he  Court developed a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a  "thorough and e f f i c i e n t  
system o f  schools" and i d e n t i f i e d  c e r t a i n  " l eqa l  l y  recognized e le -  
ments" i n  t he  d e f i n i t i o n .  The Court said: 
We may now d e f i n e  a  thorough and e f f i c i e n t  system 
of schools: I t  develops, as best  t he  s t a t e  o f  educat ion 
expe r t i se  al lows, t he  minds, bodies and s o c i a l  m o r a l i t y  
o f  i t s  charges t o  prepare them f o r  use fu l  and happy 
occupations, r e c r e a t i o n  and c i t i z e n s h i p ,  and does so 
economical l y .  
Lega l l y  recognized elements i n  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  are 
development i n  every c h i l d  t o  h i s  o r  her  capac i ty  o f  ( 1  ) 
l i t e r a c y ;  ( 2 )  a b i l i t y  t o  add, subt rac t ,  m i l l t i p l y  and 
d i v i d e  numbers; ( 3 )  knowledge o f  government t o  the  
ex ten t  t h a t  the  c h i l d  w i l l  be equipped as a c i t i z e n  t o  
make informed choices among persons and issues t h a t  
a f f e c t  h i s  own governance; ( 4 )  se l  f-know1 edge and know1 -
edge o f  h i s  o r  her t o t a l  environment t o  a l l o w  the  c h i l d  
t o  i n t e l l i  e n t l y  choose l i f e  work - t o  know h i s  o r  her 
opt ions; ( 53 work- t ra in ing  and advanced academic t r a i n -
i n g  as the  c h i l d  may i n t e l l i g e n t l y  choose; ( 6 )  recrea-
t i o n a l  pursu i ts ;  (7 )  i n t e r e s t s  i n  a l l  c r e a t i v e  ar ts ,  
such as music, theatre,  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and t h e  v f sua l  a r ts ;  
(8) soc ia l  e th i cs ,  both behaviora l  and abs t rac t ,  t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  cornpatab i l i t y  w i t h  others i n  t h i s  soc ie ty .  
Imp1 i c l  t are  suppor t i  ve s e r v i  ces : ( 1 ) qood physical  
f a c i  1  it i e s ,  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  ma te r i a l  s  and personnel ; ( 2 )  
c a r e f u l  s t a t e  and l o c a l  superv is ion  t o  prevent  waste and 
t o  moni tor  p u p i l ,  teacher and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  competency. 
F i n a l l y ,  i n  summarizing the  l e g a l  t heo r ies  app l i cab le  t o  the  
case the  Court said: 
I n  s u n a r y  of the  guid ing l e g a l  p r i n c i p l e s  which 
must shape the  general contours o f  t h i s  case, we f i n d  
under our S ta te ' s  Equal P ro tec t i on  Clause t h a t  because 
educat ion i s  a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  der ived r i g h t  i n  t h i s  
State, the  more demanding s t r i c t  s c r u t i n y  equal protec-
t i o n  standard i s  t h r u s t  upon the  State. 
We a l so  have determined t h a t  t h e  Thorough and E f f i -
c i e n t  Clause requ i res  the development o f  c e r t a i n  h iqh  
q u a l i t y  educat ional standards, and t h a t  i t  i s  i n  p a r t  by 
these q u a l i t y  standards t h a t  the  e x i s t i n g  educat ional 
system must be tested. D i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  i s  t he  
fu r the r  f i n d i n g  t h a t  i f  these values are n o t  c u r r e n t l y  
being met, i t  must be ascer ta ined t h a t  t h i s  f a i l u r e  i s  
no t  a  r e s u l t  o f  i n e f f i c i e n c y  and f a i l u r e  t o  f o l l o w  
e x i s t i n g  school s ta tu tes .  
The West V i r g i n i a  school f inance system has f o u r  basic  compo- 
nents: ( 1 )  l o c a l  p rope r t y  taxes, (2 )  s t a t e  foundat ion a i d  based on a 
seven f a c t o r  formula, ( 3 )  s t a t e  supplemental bene f i t s ,  and ( 4 )  spec ia l  
l e v i e s  author ized by vote o f  t he  people i n  the  county. The Court 
b r i e f l y  discussed each o f  these aspects and developed gu ide l ines  f o r  
t he  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  i n  t he  cons idera t ion  o f  them. O f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r -  
e s t  were the  Court 's observat ions tha t :  ( 1 )  on the  surface, i t  d i d  n o t  
appear t h a t  the  method o f  p rov id inq  s t a t e  foundat ion a i d  was i n  v i o l a -  
t i o n  o f  equal p r o t e c t i o n  requirements; ( 2 )  t h a t  supplemental s t a t e  a i d  
might  prov ide the  v e h i c l e  f o r  b o l s t e r i n g  the  educat ion o f f e r i n q s  o f  
poorer d i s t r i c t s ;  and (3 )  t h a t  spec ia l  l e v i e s  voted by the  people 
would n o t  be i n  v i o l a t i o n  o f  equal p ro tec t ion ,  desp i te  the  p o t e n t i a l l y  
"d isequa l iz ing"  e f f e c t  o f  such l ev ies .  
The Court a l so  encouraged development o f  evidence as t o  whether 
low l o c a l  p roper ty  t ax  assessments cou ld  be a cause o f  low p rope r t y  
tax  wealth. West V i r g i n i a  has an i n t e r e s t i n g  s t a t u t o r y  scheme which 
prov ides tha t ,  i f  l o c a l  assessments are  n o t  approved by the  s t a t e  tax  
commissioner, the  d i f f e r e n c e  between what i s  a c t u a l l y  ra i sed  by the 
l o c a l  school l e v y  and what would be r a i s e d  by a  l e v y  aga ins t  t he  com-
miss ioner 's  vers ion  o f  l o c a l  value w i l l  be pa id  t o  the  l o c a l  school 
board ou t  o f  l e v i e s  o f  t he  county cour t .  
On the  issue o f  c a p i t a l  ou t l ay  the  Court suggested t h a t  t h e  
c i r c u i t  c o u r t  determine whether a l l o c a t i o n  from the  s t a t e  school 
b u i l d i n q  fund would prov ide  essent ia l  phys ica l  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  meet t h e  
thorough and e f f i c i e n t  standard. Further,  t h e  Court encouraged t h e  
c i r c u i t  c o u r t  t o  determine whether s t a t e  aqencies w i t h  du t i es  r e l a t i n g  
t o  educat ion were per forming t h e i r  s t a t u t o r y  func t i ons  and whether 
l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s  were l i v i n g  up t o  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  the  Court ordered tha t ,  upon remand, t he  Speaker o f  t he  
West V i r q i n i a  House o f  Delegates and t h e  President  o f  the West V i r -
g i n i a  Senate be j o i n e d  as defendants i n  the  case so as t o  encourage 
l e g i s l a t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t he  law s u i t .  
The Court concluded w i t h  t h e  observat ion t h a t  i t s  dec is ion  i n  
t h e  case was j u s t i f i e d  by t h e  conclusion, based on h i s t o r y  and the  
s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  t h a t  "pub l i c  educat ion i s  a p r ime func t i on  o f  o u r  
S t a t e  government. " 
Ohio. The p l a i n t i f f s  i n  Board o f  Educat ion v. Walter, 58 Ohio 
St. 2d (1979), were t h e  board o f  educat ion and the  superintendent 
o f  s c h z l s  o f  the  C inc inna t i  school d i s t r i c t ,  schoolchi ldren, and 
t h e i r  parents, who were a l s o  proper ty  taxpayers. The a c t i o n  was he ld  
t o  be a proper c lass  ac t ion .  The p l a i n t i f f s '  theory  o f  the  case was 
based on the  "equal p r o t e c t i o n  and b e n e f i t "  c lause and the  educat ion 
c lause o f  the  Ohio c o n s t i t u t i o n .  The l a t t e r  requ i res  t h a t  a "thorough 
and e f f f c i e n t  system o f  cornnlon schools" be secured. 
The Ohio s t a t u t e  which was chal lenged was a "guaranteed y i e l d "  
plan. I n  o rder  t o  q u a l i f y  f o r  s t a t e  aid, each d i s t r i c t  was requ i red  
t o  l e v y  a minimum o f  20 m i l l s .  A q u a l i f y i n g  d i s t r i c t  was guaranteed 
$48 per  pup i l ,  from s t a t e  and l o c a l  revenues, f o r  each m i l l  l ev ied .  
Next, a d i s t r i c t  was guaranteed $42 per pupi 1 per  m i 11 f o r  every m i 11 
l e v i e d  between 20 and 30 m i l l s .  These p rov i s ions  assured t h a t  every 
d i s t r i c t  l evy ing  20 m i l l s  would have a v a i l a b l e  $960 per  pup i l ,  and 
d i s t r i c t s  l evy ing  30 m i l l s  would have $1,380 per  pup i l .  These f i g u r e s  
were based upon a cos t  s tudy  -- the  "Goet t le  Report" -- which de ter -
mined t h a t  the c o s t  i n  1973-74 o f  a general educat ion o f  h igh  q u a l i t y ,  
prov ided by a d i s t r i c t  opera t ing  a t  s t a t e  minimum standards, was $715 
pe r  pup1 1. 
The t r i a l  c o u r t  had he ld  t h a t  the s t r i c t  s c r u t i n y  t e s t  should 
be app l i ed  t o  Ohio's school f inance law, s ince  i t  found t h a t  the  law 
impinged upon a fundamental r i g h t ,  namely, equal educat ional oppor-
t u n i t y .  The in te rmed ia te  appe l la te  c o u r t  had agreed. The Supreme 
Court, however, r e j e c t e d  the  "Rodri uez t e s t "  o f  f undan~en ta l l t y  --
whether r i g h t  i s  e x p l i c i t  yt he  T-9-o r  imp1 i c i  t l y  guaranteed by the  con-
s t i t u t i o n .  The Court noted t h a t  t he  federa l  c o n s t i t u t i o n  was one o f  
l i m i t e d  powers, delegated t o  the  federa l  government by the  states,  
w h i l e  t he  s t a t e ' s  c o n s t i t u t i o n  may t r e a t  almost any mat ter ,  i n c l u d i n g  
those which are s u i t a b l e  f o r  s t a t u t o r y  enactment. I f  the  t e s t  o f  
fundamental i ty  i s  t h a t  a mat te r  i s  e x p l i c i t l y  t r e a t e d  i n  the  c o n s t i t u -  
t i o n ,  workmen's compensation might  be a fundamental r i g h t  i n  Ohio. 
Thus, t he  Court dec l ined t o  f i n d  t h a t  educat ion was a fundamental 
r i g h t  under the  Ohio c o n s t i t u t i o n .  Furthermore, the  Court found t h e  
concept o f  a "compel l ing s t a t e  i n t e r e s t "  t o  be a d i f f i c u l t  one. The 
Court character ized the  case t o  be more a ma t te r  o f  c o l l e c t i o n  and 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s t a t e  and l o c a l  taxes than o f  t he  way c h i l d r e n  were 
educated. Accordingly, t he  Ohio Supreme Court decided t h a t  " s t r i c t  
s c r u t i n y "  was n o t  the  proper standard o f  rev iew and t h a t  the  r a t i o n a l  
bas i s  t e s t  should be appl ied.  
The defendants admi t t e d  t h a t  per  pupi 1 expenditures v a r l  ed 
between school d i s t r i c t s  and c i t e d  d i  f ferences i n  proper ty  t ax  weal t h  
and the  w i l l  ingness o r  unwi l l ingness of vo te rs  t o  pass opera t ing  
l e v i e s  t o  account f o r  expendi ture va r ia t i ons .  However, t he  defendants 
argued, and the  Court agreed, t h a t  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  was the  r a t i o n a l  
basis  support ing the  f i nanc ing  system. 
By l o c a l  con t ro l ,  we mean no t  o n l y  the  freedom t o  devote 
more money t o  the  education o f  one's c h i l d r e n  but  a l so  
con t ro l  over and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t he  decision-making 
process as t o  how those l o c a l  tax  do1 l a r s  a re  t o  be 
spent. 58 Ohio St.2d -, a t  .-
The Court then r e l a t e d  the  h i s t o r y  of l o c a l  c o n t r o l  over educat ion and 
the  t r a d i t i o n  o f  us ing proper ty  taxes t o  f inance schools. The Court 
acknowledged the  tens ion  between l o c a l  c o n t r o l  on one hand and the  
s t a t e ' s  i n t e r e s t  i n  assur ing an adequate educat ion f o r  everyone on t h e  
other .  I t  po in ted  t o  s t a t e  attempts t o  amel iorate d i s p a r i t i e s ,  bu t  i t  
concluded t h a t  these e f f o r t s  were always made i n  the  contex t  o f  pre- 
serv ing  l o c a l  con t ro l ,  
The Court 1 i s t e d  what i t  f e l t  t o  be the  v i r t u e s  o f  l o c a l  con-
t r o l  from an educat ional  standpoint:  C u r r i c u l a r  decision-making, 
p lanning o f  a c t i v i t i e s ,  oppor tun i t y  f o r  experimentat ion, innovat ion,  
and a hea l thy  compet i t ion  f o r  excellence. Even though the  p l a i n t i f f s  
argued t h a t  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  could be re ta ined  cons i s ten t  w i t h  a f inanc-
i n g  scheme which invo lved fewer spendinq d i s p a r i t i e s ,  the  Court found 
t h a t  the e x i s t i n g  d i s p a r i t i e s  were n o t  so i r r a t i o n a l  as t o  provoke a 
f i n d i n g  t h a t  Ohio's equal p ro tec t i on  p rov i s ions  were v io la ted .  
Although the  t r i a l  cou r t  had he ld  the  f inanc ing  system t o  be 
v i o l a t i v e  o f  Ohio's educat ion clause, the in te rmed ia te  appel l a t e  c o u r t  
reversed, determin ing t h a t  the  clause d i r e c t s  the  general assembly t o  
secure a thorough and e f f i c i e n t  system, and t h a t  the  cour ts  have no 
power t o  enforce p rov i s ions  o f  the c o n s t i t u t i o n  which are d i r e c t e d  t o  
t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  
The Supreme Court disagreed w i t h  t h e  premise o f  the  appe l l a te  
cour t ,  bu t  i t  a f f i rmed  the r e s u l t .  It concluded t h a t  the  quest ion o f  
whether the  f i nanc ing  s t a t u t e  v i o l a t e d  the  educat ion c lause was n o t  a 
" p o l i t i c a l  quest ion" forb idden t o  the  cour ts ;  however, i t  endorsed a 
caut ious approach when eva lua t ing  l e g i s l a t f o n  o r d i n a r i l y  en t rus ted  t o  
the  d i s c r e t i o n  o f  the  l e g i s l a t u r e .  I n  t h i s  case, the  Court concluded 
t h a t  the  general assembly had not  abused i t s  d i sc re t i on ,  The system 
assured t h a t  every d i s t r i c t  had s u f f i c i e n t  funds t o  comply w i t h  s t a t e  
minimum standards. Accordingly,  the  f a c t  t h a t  another system might  be 
more e f f i c i e n t  o r  more thorough was i nma te r ia l .  
Colorado's D i s t r i c t  Court Decision 
The plaintiffs I n  Lujan v. S ta te  Roard o f  Cducatlon who arc? 69 
school c h i l d r e n  from 16 school dfstr-icts, a l l eqed  t h a t  the  Colorado 
system o f  f i nanc ing  p u b l i c  schools v i o l a t e s  th ree  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  
p rov is ions :  
A. 	 The equal p r o t e c t i o n  clause o f  the  fou r teen th  amendment t o  
the  U.S. c o n s t i t u t i o n ;  
8. 	 The equal p r o t e c t i o n  prov is ions  o f  t h e  Colorado c o n s t i t u -
t i on ;  and 
C. 	 The educat ion c lause o f  the  Colorado c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  which 
requ i res  the  general assembly t o  "prov ide f o r  t he  estab- 
l ishment  and maintenance o f  a  thorough and uni form system 
o f  f r e e  p u b l i c  schools throughout t h e  state...". 
The usual t e s t  o f  whether a  s t a t u t e  denies equal p r o t e c t i o n  i s  
c a l l e d  t h e  r a t i o n a l  bas is  t e s t .  Under the  r a t i o n a l  basis t e s t ,  t he  
p l a i n t i f f  i n  the  case bears t h e  burden o f  p rov ing  t h a t  t he  s t a t u t e  has 
no r a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  a l e g i t i m a t e  s t a t e  purpose and t h a t  the  
chal lenged c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  made by the  s t a t u t e  a re  i r r a t i o n a l  o r  a r b i -  
t r a r y .  
l-lowever, i f  i t  i s  determined t h a t  t he  s t a t u t e  i n t e r f e r e s  w i t h  
t h e  exerc ise  o f  a fundamental r i g h t ,  o r  c l a s s i f i e s  on a  basis  which i s  
"suspect", a  c o u r t  w i l l  apply  a  more r i go rous  standard, t he  s t r i c t  
s c r u t i n y  tes t .  Once the  s t r i c t  s c r u t i n y  t e s t  i s  he ld  t o  be app l ica-
b le,  t he  p l a i n t i f f  no longer bears the burden o f  proof;  instead, t h e  
defendant has the  burden o f  showing (1)  a  compel l ing s t a t e  i n t e r e s t  
which j u s t i f i e s  i t s  use o f  t he  law under a t tack ,  ( 2 )  t h a t  no o the r  
reasonable, 1  ess d i  sc r i rn ina tory  1  egi  s l  a t i v e  scheme could acconipl ish 
the  same ob jec t ive ,  and (3 )  t h a t  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  drawn by the  law a re  
necessary t o  f u r t h e r  the  1  awl s  purpose. 
These t e s t s  have been app l ied  by the  fede ra l  cou r t s  t o  analyze 
a l l eged  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  the  federa l  equal p r o t e c t i o n  c lause and by s t a t e  
cou r t s  i n  many states,  i n c l u d i n g  Colorado, as both deal w i t h  a l l eged  
v i o l a t i o n s  o f  s t a t e  equal p r o t e c t i o n  prov is ions .  
There i s  no s i n g l e  t e s t  which cour ts  apply t o  determine whether 
a s t a t u t e  complies w i t h  a  s t a t e  educat ion clause, perhaps because o f  
t h e  v a r i e t y  i n  the  t e x t s  o f  such clauses. So f a r  as can be deter -  
mined, t he re  had been no j u d i c i a l  determinat ion i n  Colorado concerning 
t h e  meaning o f  the  words "thorough and uni form" p r i o r  t o  the  Lujan 
decis ion.  
Findings o f  Fact. This  sumnary began by s e t t i n g  f o r t h  the  ana- 
l y t i c a l  framework which cou r t s  general l y  f o l l o w  i n  ad jud i ca t i nq  con- 
s t i t u t i o n a l  c laims i n  the  area o f  school f inance. I t  i s  important  t o  
keep t h i s  framework i n  mind as the  f i n d i n g s  o f  f a c t  i n  Lujan are  out-  
1  ined. These f i n d i n g s  a r e  o f  c r i t i c a l  importance i n t e r m i n i n g  
whether Colorado's s t a t u t e s  on school f inance i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  a  "funda- 
mental r i g h t " ,  o r  whether they i nvo l ve  a  "suspect c l a s s i f i c a t i o n " .  I f  
t h e  f a c t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  e i t h e r  o f  these two t r i q g e r i n q  cond i t ions  i s  
present  (and Judge Quinn found t h a t  both ex i s ted ) ,  the Court must 
app ly  the  s t r i c t  s c r u t i n y  t e s t .  Th is  t e s t  places a burden o f  p roo f  on 
t h e  defendant which i s  almost impossible t o  discharge; once the  f a c t  
o f  a  fundamental r i g h t  o r  a suspect c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  found, the  cha l -
lenge t o  the  s t a t u t e  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be successful .  
A f t e r  s e t t i n g  f o r t h  the  s t a t u t o r y  p rov is ions  governing the  Col- 
orado school f inance system (which inc luded the  "Publ ic  School Finance 
Act o f  1973", as amended, as we l l  as the  s t a t u t e s  governinq c a p i t a l  
expenditures),  t h e  D i s t r i c t  Court proceeded t o  the  f a c t s  r e l a t i n g  t o  
the  way the system works. The Court found, f i r s t ,  t h a t  school d i s -
t r i c t s  w i t h  h igh  assessed va lua t ions  per  p u p i l  have qreater  f i s c a l  
ab i 1it y  t o  r a i s e  revenue f o r  education from l o c a l  taxes than do o the r  
school d i s t r i c t s .  This f i n d i n g  was based upon data showing t h a t  
assessed va lua t i on  per  p u p i l  i n  1977 had a  r a t i o  from the h iqhest  d i s -  
t r i c t  t o  the lowest o f  70 t o  1; t h a t  the  ranqe between the  90th and 
10th  p e r c e n t i l e  was 5.3 t o  1  ; and t h a t  t h e  16 d i s t r i c t s  represented by 
the  p l a i n t i f f s  had an average assessed v a l u a t i o n  per p u p i l  which was 
about one-thi  r d  o f  the  s t a t e  average. 
Next, the  D i s t r i c t  Court found t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  among school 
d i s t r i c t s  i n  1977 author ized revenue bases (ARB) per  p u p i l  a re  
expla ined by the  d i f f e rences  i n  1973 assessed va lua t ions  per  pup i l .  
The Court s ta ted  t h a t  h i s t o r i c a l  (pre-1973) d i f f e rences  i n  l o c a l  
f i s c a l  a b i l  i t y  accounted f o r  expenditure d i s p a r l  t i e s  when the  "Pub1 i c  
School Finance Act o f  1973" was passed, and t h a t  t he  1973 a c t  
perpetuated these d i s p a r i t i e s .  The Court noted the  fo l l ow ing :  
(1 ) 1977 ARBs ranged from a  h igh  o f  $3,101 per p u p i l  
o f  $1,004 per pup i l ,  a  r a t i o  o f  3 t o  1; 
t o  a low 
( 2 )  The p l a i n t i f f s '  d i s t r i c t s  had an averaqe 1977 ARB per  
p u p i l  o f  $300 l e s s  than the  s t a t e  average; 
( 3 )  O f  the q u a r t i l e  o f  d i s t r i c t s  having the  h ighes t  1977 ARBS, 
a l l  were above the  s t a t e  median i n  assessed va lua t i on  per pup i l ,  w h i l e  
o f  the  lowest q u a r t i l e  o f  d i s t r i c t s ,  a l l  bu t  s i x  were below the  s t a t e  
median i n  assessed va lua t i on  per  p u p i l  ; 
(4)  The c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  between 1977 ARBs per p u p i l  
and 1977 assessed va lua t ions  per  p u p i l  was +.5548; 
( 5 )  Re la t i ve  rankings o f  d i s t r i c t s  by ARB have n o t  changed 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s ince 1973; 
( 6 )  Most s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  the  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  between 
1977 ARBs per p u p i l  and 1973 assessed va lua t i ons  per  p u p i l  was +.7630. 
The D i s t r i c t  Court then determined t h a t  s t a t e  equa l i za t i on  a id,  
as governed by the  per -pup i l -per -mi l l  amounts which have been s e t  f o r  
each year by the  general assembly under the  Finance Act, i s  incapable 
o f  equal iz ing the  revenue raisin!^ p o t e n t i a l  o f  1ow-weal t h  d l s t r i c t s  
w i t h  t h a t  o f  high-weal t h  d i s t r i c t s .  Furthermore, the  minimum guar- 
antee prov is ions  increase the  d i s p a r i t y  i n  f i s c a l  a b i l i t y  t o  r a i s e  
revenue. The Court po in ted  out  t h a t  t he  t r u e  measure o f  t he  s t a t e ' s  
equa l i za t i on  e f f o r t  was t h e  d i f f e rence  between the  per-pupil-per-mi11 
amount ($35 i n  1978) and the minimum guarantee amount ($11.35 i n  
1978), o r  $23.65 f o r  1978. To the  ex ten t  t h a t  a d i s t r i c t  could r a i s e  
more than $23.65 pe r  p u p i l  per  m i l l  i n  1978, the  minimum guarantee 
money exacerbated i n t e r - d i s t r i c t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  inverse  propor t ion  t o  
ac tua l  need. Thus, the  Court found t h a t  w h i l e  t h e  Finance Act t o  some 
e x t e n t  a l l e v i a t e d  d i s p a r i t i e s  r e s u l t i n g  from v a r i a t i o n s  i n  assessed 
v a l u a t i o n  per pup i l ,  t h e r e  remained subs tant ia l  d i f f e rences  i n  a v a i l -
ab le  revenue and the re fo re  i n  educat ional expenditures. Stated 
another way, "Var ia t ions  i n  l o c a l  assessable proper ty  wealth have 
caused, and are  cont inu ing  t o  cause, subs tan t i a l  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  
expenditures per p u p i l  among school d is t r i c ts . . . " .  
The D i s t r i c t  Court then addressed the  problem o f  a d i s t r i c t ' s  
a b i l  it y  t o  increase i t s  ARB, and i t  concluded t h a t  the  r e s u l t  o f  
r e u q i r i n g  a d i s t r i c t  t o  pay f o r  an i n i t i a l  ARB increase s o l e l y  ou t  o f  
l o c a l  p roper ty  taxes i s  t h a t  a low-wealth d i s t r i c t  i s  c u r t a i l e d ,  i f  
n o t  prevented, "from pursuing a h igher  q u a l i t y  educat ional program f o r  
i t s  students and from making s i g n i f i c a n t  choices i n  i t s  c u r r i c u l a r  and 
t o t a l  educat ional proqram". The Court c i t e d  the  variations i n  " tax  
e f f o r t ' '  requ i red  t o  f inance a $100 per pup4 1 ARB increase i n  Ranqely 
d i s t r i c t  (0.3 m i l l s )  and i n  South Conejos d i s t r i c t  (17 m i l l s ) .  The 
D i s t r i c t  Court a lso  noted t h a t  when compared t o  low-weal t h  d i s t r i c t s ,  
s ince  1973 high-weal t h  d i s t r i c t s  have received permission f o r  l a r q e r  
d o l l a r  increases i n  ARBs from the  s t a t e  school d i s t r i c t  budget rev iew 
board and have had g rea te r  success i n  ob ta in ing  e l e c t o r a t e  approval. 
I t  should be noted t h a t  t h i s  i s  the f i r s t  mention i n  t he  op in ion  o f  
educat ional  q u a l i t y ,  and the  Court appears t o  assume t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  
do1 l a r s  t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  h igher  qua1 ity. 
A t  t h i s  p o i n t  t he  D i s t r i c t  Court discussed the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between the  amounts ra i sed  i n  high- and low-weal t h  d i s t r i c t s  f o r  t h e  
c a p i t a l  reserve and bond redemption funds, concl  udi  nq general l y  t h a t  
low-wealth d i s t r i c t s  l e v y  a t  h igher  rates,  bu t  produce l ess  revenue, 
than hiqh-weal t h  d i s t r i c t s .  
Next, the D i s t r i c t  Court found a h igh  c o r r e l a t i o n  between per- 
sonal poverty,  measured by f a m i l y  income, and low assessed va lua t i on  
per  p u p i l .  I n  the  16 d i s t r i c t s  represented by the  p l a i n t i f f s ,  there  
was a 25% average o f  low-income ch i ld ren ,  w h i l e  the  s t a t e  average was 
12.6%. The D i s t r i c t  Court found t h a t  median f a m i l y  income f o r  85 d i s -
t r i c t s  i s  p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  t o  expend1 t u r e s  per  pupi 1 ( i n d i c a t i n q  
t h a t  h igher  educat ional expenditures occur where there  i s  h iqher  
f a m i l y  income) and t h a t  low income c o r r e l a t e s  w i t h  low educat ional  
achievement. Thus, the D i s t r i c t  Court concluded t h a t  personal pover ty  
a f f e c t s  both the  l e v e l  o f  educat ional expenditures and the  I n d i v i d u a l  
1 eve1 o f  achi evement. 
F i n a l l y ,  the  D i s t r i c t  Court analyzed the  e f f e c t  o f  recent  
amendments t o  the  Finance Act, s p e c i f i c a l l y  S.B. 138, enacted i n  1977, 
and S.B. 25, enacted i n  1978. I t  found t h a t  t h e  maximum reduct ion  i n  
ARB d i s p a r i t i e s  was $246 per  p u p i l  from 1979 t o  1982, and t h a t  d ispar -  
i t i e s  w i l l  increase beginning i n  1983 unless f u r t h e r  l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  
passed. Furthermore, low-spending d i s t r i c t s  cou ld  choose n o t  t o  
increase t h e i r  ARBs a t  t he  maximum r a t e  pe rm i t t ed  and post-1980 ARBs 
might  remain low i f  m i l l  l e v i e s  have t o  be s u b s t a n t l a l l y  increased t o  
f inance t h e  r i s e  i n  ARBS. The D i s t r i c t  Court concluded t h a t  l o c a l  
taxable wealth w i l l  cont inue t o  be s t r o n g l y  r e l a t e d  t o  d i s t r i c t  f i s c a l  
p o t e n t i a l  and spending a b i l  ity, and weal t h - r e l a t e d  spending d i s p a r i -
t i e s  w i l l  n o t  be e l iminated.  
The D i s t r i c t  Court found, i n i t i a l l y ,  t h a t  " the l e v e l  o f  
expenditures per  p u p i l  i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  a school 
d i s t r i c t  t o  prov ide a measure o f  educat ional q u a l i t y  i n  i t s  c u r r i c u l a r  
and o v e r a l l  program" (ernphasi s  added). Further,  educat ional oppor- 
t u n i t i n  low-spending d i s t r i c t s  was s i q n i f i c a n t l y  below t h a t  i n  
g -spending d i s t r i c t s  because o f  the d i s p a r i t y  i n  taxab le  wealth. d
Judge Quinn c i t e d  the  f o l l o w i n g  " f i s c a l l y  p a r t i s a n  f a c t o r s "  i n  which 
the  evidence showed t h a t  the  p l a i n t i f f s '  d i s t r i c t s  were d e f i c i e n t :  
(I)Class s i z e  
(2 )  Teacher qual ity, espec ia l l y  the  teacher 's  verbal a b i l  it y  
( 3 )  C u r r i c u l a r  o f f e r i n g s  
( 4 )  Support ive serv ices 
(5 )  Teaching ma te r ia l s  and equipment \ 
( 6 )  Condi t ion o f  c a p i t a l  f a c i l i t i e s .  
The evidence i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  p l a i n t i f f s '  d i s t r i c t s  were d e f i -
c i en t ,  when compared t o  the  s t a t e  average, i n  teachers '  sa la r ies ,  per-
centage o f  teachers having advanced degrees, and s a l a r i e s  and advanced 
degrees o f  o ther  p ro fess iona l  s t a f f .  Judge Quinn discussed some o f  
t he  th ings  which low-wealth d i s t r i c t s  a re  unable t o  prov ide - e f f e c -
t i v e  programs i n  vocat iona l  and i n d u s t r i a l  a r t s ,  counsel i n q  and career  
guidance, physical  education, and f i n e  a r t s .  tle appears t o  equate 
such programs w i t h  " q u a l i t a t i v e  educat ional oppor tun i ty " .  The c l e a r  
i m p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  p o r t i o n  o f  the opinion, then, i s  t h a t  equal educa- 
t i o n a l  opportuni ty ,  as might  be measured by t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  equal 
d o l l a r s  per pup i l ,  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t ;  the  educat ional  oppor tun i t y  must 
s a t i s f y  some d e f i n i t i o n  o f  "qua l i t y " .  
The D i s t r i c t  Court op in ion  focuses nex t  on ou tput  measures o f  
educat ional q u a l i t y .  Judge- Quinn discussed a t  some leng th  t h e  
i n f i r m i t i e s  o f  standardized achievement t e s t s  as measures o f  qual ity ;  
however, he then concluded t h a t  i s  more probable than n o t  t h a t  h igh 
t e s t  scores (ou tpu t )  a re  casua l l y  r e l a t e d  t o  several  i n p u t  measures, 
such as h igher  teacher sa la r i es ,  h igher  p ro fess iona l  s t a f f  sa la r i es ,  
more support personnel, upgraded ma te r ia l s  and equipment, and lower 
teacher-pupi 1 r a t i o s .  I n  shor t ,  desp i te  the  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  ou tpu t  
measure research, a r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between expenditures and 
achievement. 
The D i s t r i c t  Court acknowledged t h a t  educat ional needs vary  
among d i s t r i c t s  because o f  geographical, eco loq ica l ,  soc ia l ,  and eco-
H 
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nomic fac tors .  However, Judge Oui nrl found t h a t  thore  was "(7ross 
unce r ta in t y "  about whettier the  expend1 trrre d i  spa r i  t i e s  under the  
"Pub1 i c  School Finance Act  o f  1973", and c a p i t a l  reserve and bond 
redemption f inancing,  were r e l a t e d  t o  the s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  such v a r i a n t  
educat ional  needs. The judge noted t h a t :  
... p r i o r  t o  and s ince  the  enactment o f  the  Pub l ic  
School Finance Act o f  1973, n e i t h e r  t he  General Assembly 
nor  the  Colorado Department o f  Education has undertaken 
t o  formulate the  i ng red ien ts  o f  a  thorough and uni form 
educat ion f o r  a l l  s tudents throuqhout t h e  s ta te ,  e i t h e r  
as r e l a t e d  t o  o r  independent o f  l o c a l  needs. Nor has 
the re  been undertaken any ana lys is  o f  what a re  the  v a r i -  
an t  educat ional needs o f  schoo lch i ld ren  throughout the  
s ta te .  
The D i s t r i c t  Court nex t  addressed the  evidence on l o c a l  con-
t r o l ,  f i n d i n g  t h a t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  con t ro l  - c o n t r o l  over the  content  
o f  t h e  educat ional program - i s  a  l o c a l  mat te r  under sec t ions  15 and 
16 o f  a r t i c l e  I X  o f  t he  s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  b u t  t h a t  l o c a l  f i s c a l  con-
t r o l  stems from the general assembly's de legat ion  o f  a  d e g r e e  o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  educat ional  funding. The D i s t r i c t  Court concluded 
t h a t  low-weal t h  d i s t r i c t s  had no meaningful deqree o f  f i s c a l  c o n t r o l  
because o f  the  requirement t h a t  an ARB increase be f inanced from l o c a l  
p rope r t y  taxes i n  the  f i r s t  year, and t h a t  t he re  i s  a  concomitant l a c k  
o f  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  con t ro l .  
Conclusions o f  Law. The D i s t r i c t  Court nex t  proceeded t o  app ly  
t h e  law t o  the f a c t s  which i t  found, accordfnq t o  the  a n a l y t i c a l  
framework s e t  f o r t h  a t  t he  beginning o f  t h i s  summary. The judge sepa- 
r a t e l y  addressed each c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r o v i s i o n  a l l eged  t o  be v io la ted .  
Judge Quinn f i r s t  made a  broad statement o f  the  p r i n c i p l e  o f  
equal p ro tec t i on :  " i t s  c e n t r a l  concern i s  n o t  so much minimum protec-  
t i o n ,  bu t  r a t h e r  r e l a t i v e  d e p r i v a t i o n  ... i t  i s  inescapably open-ended ... [it] i s  un iversa l  i n  i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  ... [ i t  i s ]  a p r i n c i p l e  o f  
equal c i t i z e n s h i p  -- the  guarantee t o  each person o f  the  r i g h t  t o  be 
t r e a t e d  by the  government as a  respected, responsible, and p a r t i c i p a -  
t i n g  member o f  an organized soc ie ty . "  
As pointed o u t  above, t he  s t r i c t  s c r u t i n y  t e s t  o f  equal protec-
t i o n  w i l l  be app l ied  i f  the  chal lenged s t a t u t e  i s  found t o  i n t e r f e r e  
w i t h  the  exerc ise o f  a  fundamental r i g h t ;  thus, the  D i s t r i c t  Court 
s t a t e d  the  f i r s t  issue as whether o r  no t  equal educat ional  oppor tun i t y  
i s  a fundamental r i g h t  under t h e  Colorado c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  p rov is ions  on 
equal p ro tec t ion .  The judge noted precedent, bo th  i n  Colorado and i n  
o t h e r  s tates,  f o r  the  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t  fundamental r i g h t s  under s t a t e  
c o n s t i t u t i o n s  may be determined according t o  a  h igher  standard than 
those determined t o  e x i s t  under the fede ra l  c o n s t i t u t i o n .  (Th is  
observat ion i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  because the U.S. Supreme Court has he ld  
t h a t  educat ion i s  n o t  a  fundamental r i q h t  under the  federa l  c o n s t i t u -  
t i o n  i n  San ~ntonio 'T i idependent  School b i s t r i c t  v. Rodriquez, 411 U.S. 
1, 93 S.Ct. 1278, 36 L. Ed. 2d 16 [1973].) 
To resolve the  jssue, the  D i s t r i c t  Court f i r s t  examined the  
t e x t  o f  the Colorado c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  n o t i n g  the  references t o  educat ion 
i n  sect ions 2 ,  3, 4, 5, 11, 15, and 16 of a r t i c l e  I X .  It concluded 
t h a t  these p rov i s ions  evidenced the  " e x p l i c i t  desiqn on the  p a r t  o f  
the  people o f  Colorado t o  secure f o r  school c h i l d r e n  the  r i g h t  t o  an 
educat ion which i s  pub l i c ,  f ree ,  and adminis tered under a thorough and 
uni form statewide systern. " Moreover, 
... i f  fundamental i t y  o f  p u b l i c  educat ion i s  t o  r e t a i n  
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  s ign i f i cance,  i t  must mean t h a t  
school c h i l d r e n  have the  r i g h t  t o  an equal oppor tun i t y  
fo r  an educat ional  experience ca l cu la ted  t o  equip the  
student f o r  h i s  o r  her r o l e  as a c i t i z e n ,  a c o n t r i b u t i n g  
member o f  society ,  and a compet i tor  i n  t he  l a b o r  
market. 
This quota t ion  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  because (1 )  Judge Quinn i s  
no longer speaking o f  a fundamental r i g h t  t o  an "education", b u t  of a 
fundamental r i g h t  t o  an "equal educat ional opportuni  t y "  , and (2 )  he 
def ines t h a t  r i g h t  i n  terms coined by t h e  New Jersey Supreme Court as 
i t  def ined t h a t  s t a t e ' s  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  requ i  rernent o f  a "thorough and 
e f f i c i e n t "  system o f  p u b l i c  schools. 
In add i t ion ,  the  D i s t r i c t  Court found imp1 i c i t  support f o r  t he  
fundarnentality o f  equal educat ional oppor tun i t y  i n  t he  re la t i onsh ip ,  
which the  judge cha rac te r i  zed as one o f  "rnani f e s t  dependency", between 
equal educat ional oppor tun i t y  and o the r  bas ic  and essen t i a l  r i g h t s ,  
such as the  r i g h t  t o  vote, t o  f r e e  speech, t o  w r i t e  and publ ish,  and 
t o  assemble and p e t i t i o n  the  government f o r  redress o f  grievances. 
F i n a l l y ,  the  D i s t r i c t  Court concluded t h a t  educat ion bears such a 
d i r e c t  and immediate r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  our  way o f  l i f e  and the  necessary 
a t t r i b u t e s  o f  c i t i z e n s h i p  as t o  qua1 i f y  equal educat ional oppor tun i t y  
as a fundamental r i g h t .  
The D i s t r i c t  Court then examined t h e  f a c t s  p rev ious l y  found t o  
determine whether t he  f inanc ing  system i n t e r f e r e d  w i th  t h e  r i q h t  o f  
equal educat ional oppor tun i ty .  I t concluded t h a t  the  f inancing system 
d i d  i n t e r f e r e  i n  the  f o l l o w i n g  respects:  
( 1 )  With respect  t o  ARBS, the  d i f f e rences  t h e r e i n  based on 
d i s t r i c t  p roper ty  t a x  wealth i n t e r f e r e s  w i t h  equal educat ional oppor- 
t u n i t y ,  and the method f o r  inc reas ing  the  ARR beyond the  s t a t u t o r i l y  
prescr ibed 1eve1 r e s u l t s  i n  a "chi 11 i n g  e f f e c t t '  on educat ional oppor- 
t u n i t i e s .  Moreover, ARBS do n o t  r e f l e c t  d i f f e rences  i n  costs o r  p u p i l  
needs. 
( 2 )  State equal i z a t i o n  a i d  does n o t  a1l e v i a t e  weal t h - re la ted  
expenditure d i s p a r i t i e s ,  and the re fo re  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t he  q u a l i t y  o f  
educat ional opportuni  t i e s  rernai n. 
( 3 )  The ~ninimum guarantee p rov i s ions  cause an economic wind-
f a l l  f o r  wealthy d i s t r i c t s  and thus adversely  a f f e c t  equal educat ional 
opportuni ty .  
( 4 )  The f i s c a l  capac i ty  t o  r a i s e  revenues f o r  the  c a p i t a l  
reserve and bond redemption funds i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the  taxab le  
wea l th  of the d i s t r i c t ,  and t h i s  f i s c a l  capac i ty  a f f e c t s  the  q u a l i t y  
o f  educat ional opportuni  ty. 
The foregoing r e l a t e d  t o  economic i n p u t  measures o f  t he  d ispar -  
it i e s  i n  equal educat ional oppor tun i ty ;  however, t h e  D i s t r i c t  Court 
concluded t h a t  d e f i c i e n c i e s  were s t i l l  v i s i b l e  when q u a l i t y  was mea- 
sured by student  ou tpu t  on standardized tes ts .  Judge Quinn s t a t e d  
f i r m l y  that ,  "Money, i f  spent w ise l y  and e f f i c i e n t l y ,  can i nsu re  an 
equal educat ional opportunity. .  .', bu t  he a1 so s t a t e d  t h a t  unequal 
expenditures per  p u p i l  cou ld  be j u s t i f i e d  by d i f f e r e n t  educat ional 
needs. 
The defendants and i n te rvenors  advanced (1  ) v a r i a n t  educat ional 
needs and ( 2 )  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  as 'compel 1 i n g  governmental i n t e r e s t s "  
which, i t  w i l l  be remembered, could j u s t i f y  a s t a t u t e  which i n t e r f e r e s  
w i t h  a fundamental r i g h t .  To the  f i r s t ,  the  D i s t r i c t  Court answered 
t h a t  t he  defendants had n o t  proved t h a t  the  Colorado f inanc ing  system 
a c t u a l l y  s a t i s f i e d  v a r i a n t  educat ional needs. Furthermore, Judge 
Quinn suggested several a l t e r n a t i v e s  " less  d r a s t i c "  than the  e x i s t i n g  
system, bu t  s t i l l  w i t h i n  the  power equa l i za t i on  framework, t o  achieve 
governmental ob jec t ives :  ( a )  a uni form ARB a t  a l e v e l  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
p rov ide  a qua1it a t i v e  educat ional  experience; ( b )  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  
minimum guarantee; ( c )  s t a t e  a i d  t o  fund ARB increases i n  t he  f i r s t  
year; and (d )  s t a t e  a i d  f o r  c a p i t a l  expenditures. Other opt ions sug- 
gested were: (a )  f u l l  s t a t e  funding; (b)  redrawing d i s t r i c t  l i n e s  t o  
equal i z e  taxable wealth; ( c )  t a x a t i o n  o f  i n d u s t r i a l  and comnercial 
p rope r t y  a t  the  s t a t e  l e v e l ,  w i t h  d i s t r i b u t i o n  on the  basis  of need; 
( d )  pure power equa l iza t ion ;  and (e)  combinations o f  these. 
In answer t o  the  argument on l o c a l  c o n t r o l ,  t h e  D i s t r i c t  Court 
concluded t h a t  d i s p a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  f i nanc ing  system have no necessary 
connect ion w i t h  the  e f f e c t u a t i o n  o f  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  over the  educat ional 
program, which i s  a l e g i t i m a t e ,  bu t  n o t  a compell inn, governmental 
i n t e r e s t .  Ne i ther  d i d  l o c a l  f i s c a l  con t ro l  j u s t i f y  i n te r fe rence  w i t h  
t h e  fundamental r i g h t  t o  an equal educat ional opportuni ty ;  i n  f a c t ,  on 
a p r a c t i c a l  l e v e l ,  l o c a l  f i s c a l  con t ro l  i s  i l l u s o r y  i n  low-wealth d i s -  
t r i c t s .  
The nex t  i ssue was whether o r  n o t  t h e  Colorado school f inance 
system es tab l  ished a suspect class. The D i s t r i c t  Court s ta ted  t h a t  
t h e  same f a c t o r s  l ead ing  t o  the  p r i o r  de terminat ion  t h a t  t he  system 
i n t e r f e r e s  w i t h  a fundamental r i g h t  a lso  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a suspect c lass  
e x i s t s ,  i.e., t h a t  expendi ture d i s p a r i t i e s  r e s u l t  f rom d i f f e rences  i n  
taxab le  wealth, t h a t  such d i s p a r i t i e s  r e s u l t  i n  i n f e r i o r  oppor tun i t i es  
i n  low-wealth d i s t r i c t s ,  and t h a t  both i n p u t  and ou tpu t  measures ver- 
i f y  t h i s  impairment o f  oppor tun i ty .  Again, n e i t h e r  v a r i a n t  1ocal  
needs nor  l o c a l  con t ro l  j u s t i f y  c l a s s i f y i n g  on the  basis  o f  wealth, 
I n  the  Rodriquez case, su ra ,  the  U,Se Supreme Court he ld  t h a t  
t h e  Texas school f inance law d i  ;p-n o t  v i o l a t e  the  equal p r o t e c t i o r ~  
c l ause  o f  the  f o u r t e e n t h  amendment, s ince (1)  educat ion was n o t  a 
fundamental r i g h t  under the  U.S. c o n s t i t u t i o n ;  ( 2 )  t he  evidence d i d  
n o t  support a f i n d i n g  t h a t  a suspect c lass  ex is ted;  and ( 3 )  the  law 
bore a r a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  a l e g i t i m a t e  s t a t e  purpose. I n  Lu'an, 
Judqe Quinn examined the  evidence and found i t  " f a r  more demonstrat ve- . -$=-
o f  suspect c lass  s ta tus "  than the  record i n  Rodriquez. He pos tu la ted  
t h a t  a suspect c lass  based on pover ty  cou ld  be shown by a h igh  corre-  
l a t i o n  between personal pover ty  and d i s t r i c t  poverty;  a h i s t o r y  o f  
d i sc r im ina t i on  i n  pub1 i c  school f inancing; po l it i c a l  impotency o f  
low-wealth d i s t r i c t s ;  s o c i a l  de t rac t i on  o r  stigma from l i v i n g  i n  a 
low-wealth d i s t r i c t ;  and qeographical i m m o b i l i t y  o f  low-wealth d i s -  
t r i c t s .  Reca l l ing  the  f a c t s  as found, Judge Quinn found t h a t  a l l  
these f a c t o r s  ex i s ted  i n  the d i s t r i c t s  o f  the  p l a i n t i f f  
schoolchi ldren. Therefore, a suspect c lass  based on personal and d i s -  
t r i c t  pover ty  ex i s ted  under the  federa l  c o n s t i t u t i o n ,  and the  defen-
dants f a i l e d  t o  prove t h a t  the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was necessar i l y  r e l a t e d  
t o  a compel 1 ing governmental i n t e r e s t .  
Even though t h e  D i s t r i c t  Court concluded t h a t  t he  s t r i c t  
s c r u t i n y  t e s t  was the  o n l y  proper one, Judge Quinn addressed the  con- 
t e n t i o n  o f  t he  defendants and in te rvenors  t h a t  t h e  Colorado f i nanc ing  
system should be judged according t o  whether c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  made by 
t h e  f i nanc ing  system were s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r e l a t e d  t o  an important  gov-
ernmental i n t e r e s t .  This  t e s t  c o n s t i t u t e s  an in te rmed ia te  l e v e l  o f  
analysis,  between s t r i c t  s c r u t i n y  and the  r a t i o n a l  bas is  t es t ,  and has 
been app l ied  i n  equal p r o t e c t i o n  cases, no tab l y  those a l l e q i n g  sex 
d iscr iminat ion .  
While the  i n t e r e s t s  advanced by t h e  defendants and i n te rvenors  
were recognized as important,  the  D i s t r i c t  Court concluded t h a t  no 
subs tant ia l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  ex i s ted  between t h e  f inance system and t h e  
s a t i s t a c t i o n  o f  these i n t e r e s t s .  Again, essen t i a l  needs o f  
schoo lch i ld ren  had n o t  been i d e n t i f i e d ,  so t h a t  i t  could n o t  be shown 
t h a t  t he  f inance system was t a i l o r e d  t o  s a t i s f y  them; moreover, the  
evidence showed t h a t  expenditure l e v e l s  were caused by pre-1973 d i f -  
ferences i n  taxable weal th and were n o t  t he  product  o f  an e f f o r t  t o  
address educat ional needs. Judge Quinn disposed o f  the  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  
argument i n  a manner s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  used i n  the  s t r i c t  s c r u t i n y  por-
t i o n  o f  the  op in ion  and determined t h a t  t he  f inance system would deny 
equal p r o t e c t i o n  even according t o  the  l e s s  r igorous  in te rmed ia te  
standard o f  analys is .  
The D i s t r i c t  Court 's  f i n a l  conclus ion concerned the  v a l i d i t y  o f  
t h e  f i nanc ing  system under the  s t a t e  educat ion clause. Judge Quinn 
acknowl edged t h a t  several  meanings o f  "thorough" and "uniform" were 
possible. He determined t h a t  the c lause was in tended f o r  t he  b e n e f i t  
o f  c h i l d r e n  and addressed not ions  under ly inq  t h e  basic  concept o f  
equal educat ional oppor tun i ty .  The 1 anguage - o f  Robinson v. Cahi 11 , 62 
I4.J. 473. 303 A. 2d 273 (1973), noted e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  summary i n  con- 
nec t ion  w i t h  the  conclus i6n t h a t  educat ion i s  a fundamental r i q h t ,  was 
c i t e d  again w i t h  approval f o r  i t s  statement o f  t he  content  o f  flew 
Jersey's "thorough and e f f i c i e n t "  clause. 
Judge Quinn r e i t e r a t e d  h i s  f i n d i n q s  on ARBS, the  l e v e l  o f  
e q u a l i z a t i o n  aid, the minimum guarantee, the  f i nanc ing  o f  c a p i t a l  
expenditures, and the  re1 a t i o n  o f  educat ional opportuni  t y  t o  taxabl  e 
wealth. Ile concluded t h a t  the  Colorado system o f  school f inance i s  
n o t  geared t o  the e f f e c t u a t f o n  o f  equal educat ional  oppor tun i t y  i n  a 
manner cons ls ten t  w i t h  a thorough anrl un i fo rm systcni o f  prr1)lIc cduca-
tion. 
Connentary. The des ignat ion  o f  each statement i n  the Lujan 
op in ion  as e i t h e r  a f i n d i n q  o f  f a c t  o r  a conclus ion o f  law has been 
s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h i s  sumnary,-because the  standard o f  rev iew by an appel- 
l a t e  c o u r t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  f o r  f a c t s  and law. An appe l l a te  c o u r t  may 
reverse a t r i a l  judge's conclusions o f  law s imply because i t  deter -
mines them t o  be wrong. Findings o f  f a c t ,  however, must stand i f  
t h e r e  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  evidence i n  t he  record t o  support the  f i nd ings .  
I n  o t h e r  words, an appe l l a te  c o u r t  i s  bound by the  t r i a l  c o u r t ' s  f i n d -  
i ngs  i f  n o t  c l e a r l y  erroneous, even though- evidence t o  the  con t ra ry  
a1 so appears i n  the  record. Thi e l  e  v. State, 30 Col o. App, 491, 495 
P.2d 558 (1972); Deas v. Cronin, 190 Colo. 177, 544 P.2d 991 (1976); 
Wheat1 v. Wood, 157 Colo. 552, 404 P.2d 537 (1965). Thus the  p o r t i o n  
Court o ~ i n i o n  i n  Lujan which conta ins the  f i n d i n q s  o f  
f a c t  maybe less  vulnerable t o  a t tack  on appeal than the  p o r t i o n  con- 
t a i n i n g  the  conclusions o f  law. 
The Lujan op in ion  may seem t o  r a i s e  a t  l e a s t  as many quest ions 
as i t  answers. I t  can be hoped t h a t  the  Colorado Supreme Court w i l l  
r eso l ve  many o f  these questions; however the  f o l l o w i n g  cons i s t s  o f  
areas w i t h  which the General Assembly may be requ i red  t o  deal, depend-
i n g  on the  way i n  which the Supreme Court disposes o f  t l ie  Lujan case: 
(1 ) The equal p r o t e c t i o n  sect ions o f  t he  D i s t r i c t  Court opin-
i o n  a re  extremely broad, perhaps broader than any p r i o r  dec i s ion  by 
cou r t s  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  i n  o the r  s tates.  Judqe Quinn he ld  t h a t  t he  
t h i n g  t o  be equal ized was n o t  per -pup i l  expenditures, s ince p u p i l s  
educat ional  needs d i f f e r ,  bu t  "educat ional oppor tun i t y "  - perhaps edu- 
c a t i o n a l  serv ices and f a c i l i t i e s .  This hold ing,  i f  a f f i rmed  by the  
Colorado Supreme Court, could have fa r - reach i  nq imp1 i c a t i o n s  f o r  the  
p r o v i s i o n  o f  o ther  s t a t e  and l o c a l  governmental serv ices.  H iqh t  t he  
Supreme Court, i n  o rder  t o  avo id  the  "equal sewersn i m p l i c a t i o n s  of a 
broad ho ld ing  on equal p ro tec t i on ,  base i t s  ho ld ing  on the  educat ion 
c lause instead? 
( 2 )  Nhat i s  "educat ional  oppor tun i ty "  and how i s  i t  measured? 
Judge Quinn appears uncomfortable s o l e l y  w i t h  i n p u t  measures ( t h e  p r i  -
mary one being d o l l a r s ) ,  y e t  he acknowledqes the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i t h  
standardized achievement t e s t s .  Many have expressed d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
w i t h  t h e  New Jersey standard o f  " t h a t  educat ional  oppor tun i t y  whicli i s  
needed i n  the  contemporary s e t t i n g  t o  equip a c h i l d  f o r  h i s  r o l e  as a 
c i t i z e n  and a compet i tor  i n  the  labor  niarket". I f  the  General Assem- 
b l y  i s  u l t i m a t e l y  requ i red  t o  assure t h a t  educat ional  oppor tun i ty  i s  
equalized, how can i t  respond? tiow can one determine whether t he  
standard i s  met? Can t h i s  be done w i thout  i n t e r f e r i n q  w i t h  the  con-
c u r r e n t  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  requirement o f  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ?  
( 3 )  The emphasis on equal oppor tun i t y  i s  found i n  both t h e  
equal p r o t e c t i o n  and educat ion clause po r t i ons  o f  t he  opinion, and t h e  
D i s t r i c t  Court reached i t s  conclusions i n  both areas based upon t h e  
same fac tua l  evidence. I s  t he  content  o f  both c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  p rov i -  
s ions b a s i c a l l y  t he  same? Should a " t l iorough and uni form system" be 
equated w i t h  equal educat ional o o r t u n i t  and n o t  w i t h  e i t h e r  an 
equal educat ion o r  equal access t o  Y++a s i ca eve1 o f  educat ion? 
(4 )  The D i s t r i c t  Court a t  var ious p o i n t s  noted t h a t  the  Gen-
e r a l  Assembly has n o t  a r t i c u l a t e d  the  educat ional  needs o f  ch i ld ren ,  
o r  t h e  content  o f  t he  educat ional oppor tun i t y  which should be pro-
vided. What would be the  l e g a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t he  General Assembly's 
a c t i o n  i n  t h i s  area? 
(a )  I f  the  General Assembly chose t o  supply a s t a t u t o r i l y - s e t  
l e v e l  o f  educat ional needs and no more, would equal oppor tun i ty  have 
been assured? What i f  high-wealth d i s t r i c t s  chose t o  p rov ide  more? 
(b )  Does the  l e v e l  o f  oppor tun i t y  ma t te r?  O r  i s  i t  enough 
t h a t  i t  i s  equal? Must t he  General Assembly equa l ize  up? 
( c )  Would the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  minimum educat ional needs 
throughout the  s t a t e  be a "compel 1 i n g  governmental i n t e r e s t "  which 
cou ld  j u s t i f y  the  i n t e r f e r e n c e  w i t h  a fundamental r i g h t  o r  the  crea- 
t i o n  o f  a c lass  based on pover ty? I n  o the r  words, could a "basic edu- 
ca t i on "  s t a t u t e  ever f u l f i l  1 equal p r o t e c t i o n  requirements? 
( 5 )  The D i s t r i c t  Court r e l i e d  h e a v i l y  on t h e  p l a i n t i f f s '  s ta-
t i s t i c a l  data i n  making i t s  f i n d i n g s  o f  f a c t .  Other data submitted i n  
evidence by the  defendants and in te rvenors  tended t o  prove t h a t  d i s -  
p a r i t i e s  i n  d i s t r i c t  expenditures were more c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  d i s -
t r i c t  s i z e  and demography than t o  taxab le  wealth. Despite the  d i f f i -  
c u l t y  o f  over tu rn ing  a t r i a l  c o u r t ' s  f i n d i n g s  o f  fac t ,  cou ld  t h e  
Supreme Court look  a t  t h i s  data and reach an opposi te conclusion? 
(6 )  A t  l e a s t  one o f  the " less  d r a s t i c  a1 t e r n a t i v e s "  proposed 
i n  the  Lujan op in ion  appears t o  be p r o h i b i t e d  by the  s t a t e  c o n s t i t u -
t i o n .  The t a x a t i o n  o f  c e r t a i n  p roper ty  a t  t he  s t a t e  l e v e l ,  w i t h  d i s -  
t r i b u t i o n  t o  school d i s t r i c t s  on the  basis  o f  need, seems t o  be f o r -
bidden by sec t i on  11 o f  a r t i c l e  V, which prov ides t h a t  t h e  r a t e  o f  
p roper ty  t a x a t i o n  f o r  s t a t e  purposes s h a l l  never exceed 4 m i l l s .  The 
amount which would be r a i s e d  by a 4-mil 1 l e v y  would be completely 
inadequate t o  accompl is h the  desi red  end. 
I t  should a1so be noted t h a t  the  p r a c t i c a b i l  ity  o f  the  suqqes-
t i o n  on redrawing o f  d i s t r i c t  boundary l i n e s  i s  l i m i t e d  by the  s t a t e  
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  requirement t h a t  the c i t y  and county o f  Denver remain a 
s i n g l e  school d i s t r i c t .  
These i s s ~ ~ e s  c a r e f u l  readinq o f  the  D i s t r i c ta re  ra i sed  from a 
Court op in ion  i n  Lujan. Sor;ie w i l l  probably be resolved by the Supreme 
Court by the  t ime  the General Assembly must address the  problem o f  
school f inance, bu t  o thers  w i l l  almost s u r e l y  remain, j u s t  as they 
have appeared in vir tual ly every ottier s t a t e  whlct~ has addressed the 
legal issues involved in school finance. 
Where the Lujan case stands. The District  Court's order pro-
vided tha t  the District  Court retained jurisdiction, i n  order that the 
Lujan plaint i ffs  could apply for  rel ief  i f  a school financing system 
were not established within two years af ter  entry of judgment (March 
1 3 ,  1979), which system would comply w i t h  constitutional requi rernents 
within s i x  years a f t e r  entry of judgment, i .e .  i n  1905. I f  the s t a t e  
does not meet the two-year deadline, the District  Court ordered that 
the p la in t i f fs  would be ent i t led to injunctive rel ief  and, i f  neces-
sary, public of f ic ia ls  m i g h t  be ordered to reallocate school funds in 
a manner consistent w i t h  the federal and s t a t e  constitutions and with 
the L u j a n  opinion. This timetable i s  subject to  review by the Supreme 
Court, just as other portions of the opinion are. 
As of th is  writing, the case i s  in the Colorado Supreme Court. 
The record made in the Distr ict  Court i s  due to be f i led i n  the  
Supreme Court on December 16, 1979; a briefing schedule and the date 
for  oral argument will be established when the t r i a l  record i s  f i led.  
The Supreme Court issued a stay of the Distr ict  Court ordered on July 
5, 1979, pending the appeal . 
APPENDICES 

Glossary o f  Abbrev ia t ions  
-P,V -- Assessed Va lua t i on  o f  p rope r t y  w i t h i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t ,  
-ADAE --	 Average D a i l y  Attendance E n t i  tlement, t h e  average number 
o f  s tuden ts  i n  at tendance w i t h i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  f o r  a  spec i -  
f i e d  f o u r  week coun t i ng  p e r i o d  d u r i n g  t h e  p r i o r  budqet 
year. 
-AE -- Attendance E n t i  tlement, t h e  ad jus ted  a  ttenciance coun t  o f  
t h e  d i s t r i c t  f o r  fund ing  purposes. 
-A -- Author ized Revenue Rase, t h e  amount of money a  d i s t r i c t  i s  
pe rm i t t ed  t o  spend per p u p i l  f o r  t h e  budqet year. 
-r;Ir~.t --	 M i l l  Levy, t h e  d i s t r i c t ' s  m i l l  l e v y  f o r  t h e  year. 
-SI: -- S t a t e  Equa l i za t i on ,  t h e  anlount of  s t a t e  funds p a i d  t o  each 
d i s t r i c t ,  exc lud ing  c a t e q o r i c a l  programs (such as  t r ans -
p o r t a t i o n ,  voca t i ona l  educat ion,  smal l  a t tcnt lance c e n t e r  
a i d ,  and spec ia l  educat ion) ,  f o r  s t a  t o  equal i z a t l o n  pro-
qram support .  
- Pro e r t  Taxes, t h e  amount of  d o l l a r s  qenerated by the-- *perty 	 tax.  
PVRTY --	 Pover ty ,  amounts paid t o  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s  w i t h  h iqh  concen-
t r n t l o n s  o f  c h i l d r e n  from low-income f a m i l  i es ,  pursuant  t o  
SOB.  138, 1377 session. 
CRTII --	 Growth, amounts p a i d  t o  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t s  on t he  b a s i s  o f  
t h e  a c t ' s  i n c r e a s i n q  enro l lment  p r o v i s i o n .  
-LS, -SS -- Local Share, S t a t e  Share, t h e  amount o f  funds p rov ided  by
both  t h e  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  p r o p e r t y  t a x  and t h e  s t a t e  equal-  
i z a t i o n  proqram r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  p e r  m i l l  per  p u p i l ,  f o r  t h e  
budqet year.  
SIl4ULATIOIJ OF THE "PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE ACT OF 
2977".-- COMPARISON OF CURRXNT ACT TO BILL 1 
ASSUMPTIONS 
Current Act 
1980 -- Guarantee $45.85;
1981 -- Guarantee $44.25: 
1982 -- Guarantee $43.10; 
Minimum = $11.35;
Minimum = 611.35;
Minimum = $11.35; 
Alternative Minimum = $13.35 
Alternative Minimum = 813.35.: 
Alternative Minimum - 513.35; 
ARB Increase = 140.00; Minimum ARB - 1 600.00 
ARB Increase = g150.00; Minimum ARB = fl:800.00 
ARB Increase = $160.00; Minimum ARB = $1,800.00 
B i l l  1 
1981 -- Guarantee 849.51;
1982 -- Guarantee 353.37; 
Minimum = $11.35; 
Minimum = $11.35; 
Alternative Minimum = $14.41; 





Minimum ARB = $1,800.00
Minimum ARB = $2,000.00 
































































Current Act 1980 
1981 








23,182,0002 :  23,764,000 8,568,00010,695.000 0 0 0 0 12.37 13.7 33.48 30.52 
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Current Act 1980 
Bill 1 1981 
1982 
Westminister 










Current Act 1980 
1981 
1982 
Bill 1 1981 
1982 
Sangre DeCrlsto 
Current Act 1980 
I 1981
1982 
Bill 1 1981 
1982 
ARAPAHOE 
En lewoodcurrent A C ~1980 
1981 
1982 
Bill 1 1981 
1982 
Sheridan 
Current Act 1980 
1981 
1982 
Bill 1 1981 
1982 
Cherry Creek 
Current Act. 1980 
1981 
1982 
Bill 1 1981 
1982 
-AnB MILL -SE PVRTY -GRTH -LS -SS 
ARAPAHOE 
L i t t l e t on  
Current Act 
Deer T r a i l  
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Aurora 
Current Act 













B i l l  1 
Yr i t c he t t  
Current Act 





Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
Vilas 




Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 




I current Act 1980 
3 1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
McClave 
Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
BOULUrn  
St. Vrain Valley 
Current Act 1980 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
Boulder Valley 
Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
E i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
PVHTY 













































































Current Act 1980 


















K i t  Carson 
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2,127.71 34-37 700 000 2,306,000 

2,287.71 36.87 864 000 2 ,589,000 
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S a n f o r d  
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
South Conejos
Current Act 




B i l l  1 








Current Act 1980 
1.981 
1982 




Current Act 1980 
1981 
1982 




Current Act 1980 
1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 1981 
1982 
DENVm 
D e n v e r  
Current Act 




B i l l  1 
DOUGLAS 
D o u g l a  s 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
, EAGLE 
w Eagle
'f' Curpent Act 




B i l l  1 
Kiowa 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Big  Sandy
Current Act 


















































































































































































C h e y e n n e  Mountain 
Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
Manitou Springs 





Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
E l l i c o t t  
Current Act 1900 
1981I z 	 1982 
I 




Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
Hanover 
Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
Lewis-Palmer 
Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 













































































B i l l  1 
Edison 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Miami-Yoder 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
FRBMONT 
Canon C i t y  
, Current-Act 
B i l l  1 
Florence 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Cotopaxi
Current Act 
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B i l l  1 
La Veta 
Current Act 




B i l l  1 
JEFFERSON 

Jef ferson  
I Current Act 
o\ 





B i l l  1 
Plainview 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
KIT C M O N  
Flag l e r  
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
-ADAE -PVHTY -GRTH 
K I T  CARSON 
S e i b e r t  
Current  Act 
B i l l  1 
Vona 
Current  Act 
B i l l  1 
S t r a t t o n  
Curreut  Act 
B i l l  1 
Bethune 




B i l l  1 
Burl ington 
Current  Act 
B i l l  1 
-LAKE 
Lake 




h r a n g o  
Current  Act 
B i l l  1 
I 
-ARB -MILL -SE PVHTY -GHTH 
LA PLATA 
Bayf i e l d  
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Ignacio 
Current Act 




B i l l  1 
Thompson 





B i l l  1 
Park 
Current Act 




B i l l  1 
Prinero Reorg. 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
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-AHB PiILL -SZ -PT FVHTY GRTH -LS -SS 
-M E S A  
P la teau  Valley
Current ~ c t -  1930 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
Mesa Valley 
Current Act 1980 
1981 
1982 



















Current Act 1980 
B i l l  1 	 1981 
1982 
Dolores 
Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
B i l l  1 	 1931 
1982 
hlancos 
Current Act 	 1980 
1981 
1982 
PVRT Y- GRTH 7
MONTROSE 
Hontrose 











Current Act 4,000 
5,000
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Current  Act 
Uill 1 
Manzanola 
Current  Act 
Bill 1 
Fowler 















Bill 1 0 17,OOC 
0 21,000 
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- - -MILL PVRTY GRTH 
PROWERS 
Hollv 
B i l l  1 
Wiley 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
PUhBLO-
Pueblo Ci ty  
Current Act 
B i l l  1 









Rang l e y  
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
R I O  GEiAND& 
L)el Norte 
Current Act 
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R l O  GRANDE 
Monte Vista 
Current Act 1980 
1981 
1982 
Bill 1 1981 
1982 
Oargent
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Bill 1 1981 
1982 
South Routt 
Current Act 198G 
1981 
1982 




Current Act 1980 
1981 
1982 
Bill 1 1981 
1982 
P'ffat 
Current Act 1980 
1981 
1982 




C e n t e r  
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
SAN JUAN 
Silverton 
Current A c t  
B i l l  1 
SAN MIGUZL 
Te l l u r  ide 
Current Act 





B i l l  1 
Egnar 
Current Act 





B i l l  1 
P la t t e  Valley 
Current Act 













R i l l  1 
koodland Park 
Current Act 







B i l l  1 
Arickaree 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Otis 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Lone Star 
Current Act 






























































B i l l  1 
Windsor 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Johns town 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Creeley
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
-ADAE -PVRTY 
P i l l  1 
Fort Lupton 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Ault-Highland 
Curretit Act 









B i l l  1 
Prairie 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
Grover 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
West XUU 
Current Act 
B i l l  1 
AV- ADAE -AE ARB- MILL- SE- PVRTY- CRTH 
YUMA-
East Yuma 

































Equa l i za t ion  of  C a ~ i t a lReserve and Bond Redemption 
Funds at $70 per M i l l  P e r  Pu~il 
1981 1982 
C a p i t a l  Bond RBdemp- Cap i t a l  Bond Redemp-

















L i t t l e t o n  
Deer T r a i l  
Adams-Arapahoe 
1981 1982 
Capital Bond Hedemp- C a p i t a l  Bond Redemp-
Reserve Fund t i o n  Fund Reserve Fund tion Fund 
BACA 

da l sh  
Springfield 

X N T  
Las h i m a s  
BOULDER 
St. Vrain Valley 

CHAFFEE 







T I T  '9 Z  sof  auo3 JON 
SOfRN03 
a981 1982 
C a p i t a l  Bond Redemp- C a p i t a l  Bond Redemp-
Reserve Fund t i o n  ~ u n d - Reserve Fund t i o n  F m d  
Kiowa 
Big Sandy 
E l b e r t  
Agate 
ZL PASC 
Ca l h a n  
H a r r i s o n  
didef i e l d  
F o u n t a i n  
z o l o r a d o  S p r i n g s  
Cheyen~eMountain 
h k n i t o u  S p r i n g s  
Lewis-Palmer 
1981 1982 
C a p i t o l  
Reserve FunC 
3cnd Rcdemp-
tion F w d  
C a ? i t ~ l  











Garf ie ld  
Grand Val ley 
GZLiiLT3 
Yest Grand 
Sa s t Grand 
fi-1's i)Ai,z
.L 6 





C a p i t a l  Bond Redenp- 
&serve Fund t i o n  Fund 
1982 
C a ? i t a l  Bond Redemp-
PLeserve Fund t i o n  Fund 





K I T  	CARSON 
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C a p i t a l  
Rese rve  F ' L ~ c ?  
Bond Hedcnp-
t i o n  Fund 
c a p i t a l  
Reserve Fund 
Bond Redemp-
t i o n  F ~ n d  
L A R I ~ r n  
Poudre 
Thompson 
Park  (Es tes  P a r k )  
LAS ANIMAS 
T r i n i d a d  
P r imero Reore.  
Hoehne Reorg . 
Agui la r  Reorg . 








C a p i t a l  Bond Redemp- C a p i t a l  Bond Redernp-
Reserve Fund t i o n  Fund Reserve  Fund tion Fund 
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C a p i t a l  Bond Redemp- C a p i t a l  Bond Redemp-











Steamboat Spr ings  
South Rout t  
SAGUACHZ 

Mountain Va l l ey  
1981 1982 
Capital Bond Redem?- Capital Bond Redenp-































Reserve Fund tion Fund 
1982 
Capi t a l  aond Redenp-
















Ea st Yuma 
COUNTY TOTALS 

PUBLIC SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION FORMULA FOR 1978-79 
WITH AND WITHOUT BILL 1 
Current Formula Formula Under Bill 1 
% o f  T o t a l  F of Total 
Transportation
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*The reimbursement entitlement cannot exceed 90 percent of the total amount of operat- 
ing costs for p u p i l  transportation according to Sec t ion  22-51-104 ( 2 )  C.R.S. 1973, as 
amended. 
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October 11, 1979 
Comnlssioner 
MEAISf RS 
SEN. J. ROLIERT ALLSHOlISE 

SEN REGIS F GROFF 

SEN. BARBARA S HOLME 

SEN. DAN 0 .  NOBLE 

SEN. DONALD A. SANDOVAL 

SEN. L. DUANE VV'OODARO 

REP. W. H. -PILL" BECKER 

REP. ROBERT F. BURFORD 

REP. STEVEN J. CURHAM 

REP. CHARLES 8."CHUCK" HOWE 

REP. BOB LEON KlRSCHi 

REP. PHILLIP MASSARI 

Department o f  Education 
201 East Colfax Avenue 
Denver, CO 80203 
Dear Dr. Frazier: 
On Wednesday, October 10, you t e s t i f i ed  before the Interim 
Cornittee on School Finance regarding a new method of recording
the accrual o f  salar ies  o f  teachers w h o  contract to teach for  
nine months and request payment ove r  a twelve m o n t h  period. The 
new method was recomnended by the State  Auditor's Office so tha t  
school d i s t r i c t s  would be i n  compliance with generally accepted 
accounting principles (Refer t o  Colorado Department of Education 
Memorandum to School Dls t r i c t  Superintendents frorn Ed Steinbrecher 
regarding Recomnended Accounting Procedures f o r  School Districts 
for  Salary Accruals and Encumbrances, September 5, 1979). 
Because o f  apparent confusion among school d i s t r i c t  superin- 
tendents concerning the Audi t o r ' s  recommendations, the Cormni t t ee  
heard test imny on the subject and supported t h e  Departwnt's 
recommendation in hand1 i n g  the  matter by unanimously adopting the  
following motion: 
The Department of Education should notify t h e  
school d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  they are  not required to fund, 
or budget for, the l i a b i l i t y  for accrued sa lar ies ;  but, 
t h a t  the accrued sa lar ies  should be recorded as a l i a -
b i l i t y  in the f u n d  balance equity section of the dis-
trf ct 's  financial statement. 
Very t ruly yours, 
Representative Carl 8. "Beverly" Bledsoe 
Cha imn 
Interim Comni t t ee  on School F i nance 
